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UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR EDUCATIONAL 
AND PUBLIC HEALTH PURPOSES 





TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1955 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPecIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON DONABLE PROPERTY 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
1501, New House Office Building, Representative John W. McCormack 
presiding. 

Subcommittee members present: Representatives John W. McCor- 
mack (chairman), John E. Moss, Jr., and Charles R. Jonas; and mem- 
bers ex-officio Representatives William L. Dawson (chairman of the 
Committee on Government Operations) and Clare E. Hoffman. 

Also present: Ray Ward, staff director, Special Subcommittee on 
Donabie Property: W. T. Frazier, Director, Surplus Property Utili- 
zation, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; and Howard 
Gammon, Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee is considering H. R. 3322, and the subject covered 
by H. R. 3322 is the donable surplus property program. 

(H. R. 3322 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 3322, 84th Cong., Ist Sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to 
improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus property for 
educational and public health purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (2) of subsection (j) 
of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U. 8S. C., sec. 484) is amended by inserting immediately after “(2)” the 
following: “No property including property capitalized in a working-capital 
fund) shall be sold under this or any other Act as surplus property until it 
has been determined whether or not such property is usable and necessary for 
educational purposes or public health purposes, including research.” 

(b) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is further amended by striking out 
“the Federal Security Administrator” and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “, or under regulations issued by, the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare”. 

Sec. 2. Paragraph (2) of subsection (k) of section 203 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended by inserting “real” immedi- 
ately before “property” where it appears in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

Sec. 3. Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(m) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, or the head of any 
Federal agency designated by the Secretary, is authorized to enter into coopera- 
tive agreements with State departments of education or health, and with other 
State agencies, which are responsible for carrying out in the States the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational purposes and health pur- 
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poses provided for in subsections (j) or (k) of this section. Such cooperative 
agreements may provide that either the Federal agency or the State agency will 
assume responsibility for a part of the duties of the other agency which relate 
to such program, and that either such agency will make available to the other 
agency such property, personnel, or funds as may be necessary to enable it to 
perform such duties.” 

Src. 4. Subsection (d) of section 602 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 is amended by inserting after “Nothing in this Act’ 
the following: “(including the tirst sentence of section 203 (j) (2))” 

Sec. 5. No restrictions or conditions on the utilization of surplus personal 
property donated or sold at a discount for educational purposes or public 
health purposes, including research, prior to the enactment of this Act tinder 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 or any other 
Act dealing with the disposal of surplus property shall remain in effect after 
one year after the enactment of this Act. 


[[H. R. 8322, 84th Cong., 1st sess., Report No. 206] 
(Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to 
improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus property for 
educational and public health purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
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National Security Act of 1947, as amended, or any similar fund, and any other 
property.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Subsection (j) of section 203 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

(4) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may impose reasonable 
terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of any single item 
of property donated under this subsection which has an acquisition cost of $2,500 
or more.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall apply only with respect to 
property donated after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof tne following new subsection: 

“(m) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, or the head of eny 
Federal agency designated by the Secretary, is authorized to enter into coopera- 
tive agreements with State departments of education or health, and with other 
State agencies, which are responsible for carrying out in the States the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational purposes and health pur- 
poses provided for in subsections (j) or (k) of this section. Such cooperative 
agreements may provide for utilization by such Federal ayency, without pay- 
ment or reimbursement, of the property, facilities, personnel, and services of 
the State agency in carrying out such program, and for making available to such 
State agency, without payment or reimbursement, property, facilities, personnel, 
or services of such Federal agency in connection avith such utilization.” 

Sec. 4. (a) In the case of personal property donated or sold at a discount for 
educational purposes or public health purposes, including research, under any 
provision of law enacted prior to the enactment of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, no term, condition, reservation, or restriction 
imposed on the use of such property shall remain in effect after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. This subsection shall not be deemed to terminate any 
civil or criminal liability arising out of a violation of such a term, condition, 
reservation, or restriction if a judical proceeding to enforce such liability is com- 
menced within one year after the enactment of this Act. 

(b) No term, condition, reservation, or restriction imposed upon the use of 
any single item of property donated under section 203 (j) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 prior to the enactment of this Act which 
has an acquisition cost of less than $2,500 shall remain in effect after the expi- 
ration of the one-year period which begins on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. This subsection shall not be deemed to terminate any civil or criminal 
liability arising out of a violation of such a term, condition, reservation, or restric- 
tion if a judicial proceeding to enforce such liability is commenced within one 
year after the expiration of such one-year period. 

Sec. 5. Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(n) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall submit, during 
each calendar quarter, a report to the Senate (or to the Secretary of the Senate 
if the Senate is not in session) and to the House of Representatives (or to the 
Clerk of such House if it is not in session) showing the acquisition cost of all 
personal property donated under subsection (j) and of all real property donated 
under subsection (k) during the preceding calendar quarter to, or for distribu- 
tion to, educational or public health institutions in each State, Territory, and 
possession. The first report wnder this subsection shall be made with respect 
to property donated during the first calendar quarter which begins after the 
enactment of this subsection.” 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will go pretty extensively 
into the subject of the donable surplus property program. There is 
a tremendous amount of interest in this field, not only in H. R. 3322 
but in the program, the donable surplus property program: and we 
hope to expedite hearings, yet give everyone who wants to be heard 
a reasonable opportunity to be heard. 

The issue seems to me to be a very narrow one. Congress in 1949 
enacted one law providing for this program—I am talking about recent 
years. Of course, through the years, the years preceding the 1949 
enactment, there were a number of enactments, but starting with 1949, 
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the Congress enacted a law, with a bill coming out of this committee. 

Then another law was passed relating to some activities respecting 
the Department of Defense 40 days later. 

Then in 1950 Congress legislated on this particular subject again. 
As a result of the construction of the bill enacted into law about 40 
days after the 1949 enactment was enacted into law, the Defense 
Department has, for all practical purposes, impeded, if not defeated 
the program, this worthy and deserving program. _ 

It is the hope of the chairman and, I am sure it is the hope of the 
other members of the subcommittee, that all agencies will cooperate 
with the subcommittee in the drafting of legislation that will carry 
out the intent of Congress in connection with this very deserving 
program. 

Have you any observations to make, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No. I just wondered if it would be appropriate at this 
point at the beginning to make a record of the different public laws 
involved for future reference. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, that will be done. Mr. Ward, 
you see that there is a record of that. 

Mr. Warp. Yes, sir. 

(The laws relating to donable surplus property follow :) 


LAWS RELATING TO DONABLE SURPLUS LROPERTY 


. Public Law 91, 66th Congress (H. R. 3143), approved November 19, 1919 
Public Law 615, 69th Congress (H. R. 12212), approved February 14, 1927 
Public Law 524, T0th Congress (8S. 1822), approved May 26, 1928 

Public Law 249, Tist Congress (S. 3185), approved May 23, 1930 

Public Law 455, 74th Congress (H. R. 1881), approved February 27, 1936 
Public Law 460, 74th Congress (H. R. 8024), approved February 28, 1936 
Public Law 849, 76th Congress (H. R. 10412), approved October 14, 1940 

. Public Law 292, 78th Congress (H. R. 2618), approved April 22, 1944 

. Public Law 457, 78th Congress (H. R. 5125), approved October 3, 1944 

. Public Law 697, 79th Congress (S. 2085), approved August 8, 1946 

. Public Law 883, 80th Congress (S. 2554), approved July 2, 1948 

. Public Law 889, 80th Congress (H. R. 5882), approved July 2, 1948 

. Public Law 152, 81st Congress (H. R. 4754), approved June 30, 1949 

. Public Law 698, 81st Congress (H. R. 6104), approved August 16, 1950 

. Public Law 754, 81st Congress (S. 3959), approved September 5, 1950 
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Mr. McCormack. Are there any observations you want to make, 
Mr. Moss ? 


Mr. Moss. No, Mr. Chairman. I feel that you have covered it quite 
adequately at the moment. 

Mr. McCormack. I notice we have some colleagues of ours here, and 
they are all busy men, and they all have their problems. Mr. Mat- 
thews, you indicated to me you would like to make a statement. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will be very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D, R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


I tt is tia ae Aaa 


Mr. Marrurws. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, 
I want to say a few words. 

Mr. McCormack. Give your full name, will you, please, and your 
district. 





ting 


ain. 
t 40 
nse 
ited 


the 
rate 


ry 
ring 


this 


aws 


ard, 


ake, 
uite 
and 


{at- 


you. 


TA- 


tee, 


four 


| 
| 
| 


sere i 8 


a aera sedan ARN ie ie anes AOR EIT SS 2 


ans ere ONL ms 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY a 


Mr. Martruews. D. R. (Billy) Matthews, representing the Eighth 
District of Florida. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and the gentlemen of the sub- 
committee, for permitting me this privilege of making a brief state- 
ment. 

Before I came to Congress I was connected with the University of 
Florida at Gainesville, and I was reasonably familiar with the splen- 
did program which was carried on under the auspices of the Florida 
Improvement Commission, taking the surplus property and giving 
it to our institutions that sorely needed it. 

Mr. Chairman, I come from a district that desperately needs this 
property—a district which is largely agricultural and which, as I 
say, has gained tremendously from this fine program. 

I have been somewhat concerned the last few months about what 
seems to be a different problem. It seems as though this surplus 
property is not being made available in the quality and to the extent 
that it should be, and I have had considerable correspondence from 
interested citizens in Florida. 

At this point in the record I would like to include a letter from H. E. 
Wood, State supervisor of vocational agriculture. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, so ordered. 

Might I also suggest at this point that preceding the insertion, we 
have a letter from the Governor of Florida. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. You asked permission to insert that. 

Mr. Matruews. I would like to ask permission to insert that 
letter. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The document referred to follows :) 








STATE OF FLORIDA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Tallahassee, February 16, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN W. McCorMack, 
House of Representatives, 
Office of the Majority Leader, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMaAckK: Thank you so much for your letter of Feb- 
ruary 11 with regard to H. R. 3322 which has been introduced by you. 

I appreciate very much your sending me copies of the Congressional Record 
containing the remarks made by you on the floor of the House on the subject, 
and am grateful to you for the fine cooperation that you have given to me in this 
matter. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
LeRoy Coitins, Governor. 


STATE OF FrLoripa, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Tallahassee, February 14, 1955. 
Hon. D. R. MATTHEWS, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Dear Brity: This letter is in reference to H. R. 3322 which was introduced in 
the House by Congressman John W. McCormack, and S. 1004 which was intro- 
duced in the Senate by Senator John McClellan. As you perhaps know, the bills 
accomplish three objectives regarding surplus property : 
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(1) Establish a priority, after Federal utilization, for donation to educational 


and health use. 

(2) Establish a legal basis for a cooperative agreement of operations between 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the State programs. 

(3) Clarify title on personal property and real property acquired for off-site 
use—1 year after date of passage of the bill. 

Since we have worked very closely with the supervisor of the surplus property 
division of the Florida State Improvement Commission for a number of years, 
we have had many useful donations to vocational agriculture departments 
throughout Florida. At the present time our program is expanding along with 
the rapid growth of Florida; and we are trying to get many new farm mechanics 
shops properly equipped so that they will be more conducive to an effective 
program in vocational agriculture, as taught throughout public schools of Florida. 

The enclosed telegram is self-explanatory and it will be greatly appreciated 
if you also can give your support to the bills which have been mentioned. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for the stanch support which you 
have given the vocational agriculture program at all times during the past. 

With best wishes, 

Yours sincerely, 
H. E. Woop, 


State Supervisor, Vocational Agriculture. 
(This letter sent to all Florida Senators and Representatives in Congress.) 


Mr. Marruews. Now, Mr. Chairman, just this very brief statement 
that I will present to the clerk after I read it, with your permission. 

I just want to say again that I am glad to appear on behalf of H. R. 
3322, a bill which was introduced by the Honorable John McCormack 
in behalf of the surplus property donation program. 

I want to associate myself with the views of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, Mr. McCormack, views which he so ably expressed on 
the floor of the House several days ago. 

I have talked about this problem at some length with Mr. F. O. 
Rolland, supervisor of the surplus property division of the Florida 
State Improvement Commission, “tio is here with us today. 

This Commission has jurisdiction in Florida over the surplus prop- 
erty program. 

I want to say that this program in the past has rendered inestimable 
benefits to the educational and public health programs of Florida. 

It is my belief that H. R. 3322 will enable the improvement com- 
mission, acting as the State agency for surplus property, to administer 
more effectively the program, : “and render a greater service to the people 
of our State through the enrichment of the educational and health 
opportunities of the State of Florida. 

I plead, Mr. Chairman, for your committee to report favorably 
H. R. 3322. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions? Thank you very much, Con- 
gressman Matthews. 

Are there any other Members of the Congress here who want to 
make a statement ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Lipscomb. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GLENARD P. LIPSCOMB, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Chairman, I have not a prepared statement, but 
[ would like to say that I certainly concur with your statements ‘that 
you made on the floor and in the committee here. The program has 
been of great value to the State of California. Since 1946 over $90 
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million worth of goods have been donated to the State of California, 
to our schools and public health services and others, and I believe that 
H. R. 3322 will be of value. I would like to encourage the committee 
to report it favorably to the Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 

Are there any other members who wish to make statements! 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. H. FOUNTAIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Founrain. I am L. H. Fountain, Representative of the Second 
Congressional District of North Carolina. 

I would like to associate myself with the views so well stated by our 
chairman. I strongly favor this piece of legislation. 

I do not care to make any additional statement at this point other 
than to say that we are expecting a statement from the Governor of 
North Carolina and from the heads of several of our institutions in 
North Carolina, and I would like the privilege of having those state- 
ments made a part of the record of these hearings. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The documents referred to were inserted into the record later 
during the hearing. ) 

Mr. McCormack. Now, Mr. Ward, the Chair would like to hear 
from you. Give your full name for the record, Mr. Ward. 


STATEMENT OF RAY WARD, STAFF DIRECTOR, SPECIAL 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DONABLE PROPERTY 


Mr. Warp. My name is Ray Ward; I am the staff director for the 
Special Subcommittee on Donable Property. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I should like to give a brief history of the 
donable surplus property legislation. First of all, the Constitution 
provides that the Congress ‘shall have sole authority over Federal 
property. Article LV, section : 3, paragraph 2, states: 

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
regulations respecting the territory or other property belonging to the United 
States, and nothing in the Constitution shall be so construed as to prejudice 
any claims of the United States or of any particular State. 

There was “5 much surplus property legislation enacted prior to 
World War I. Surplus property was not a real problem in the 
country up to that time, and Congress did not anticipate the volume 
of property that would be made available after World War I. 

There was no action taken before the termination of hostilities. 
President Wilson issued an Executive order late in 1918 to cover the 
situation as to the disposition of World War I surplus property. 

Since that time, however, there have been many acts dealing with 
the subject. 

Mr. McCormack. You will put them in the record. 

Mr. Warp. I shall do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas requested that. 

Mr. Warp. Here is a list of 15 separate statutes dealing with the 
subject. (See p. 4.) 
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The Congress has taken the position that the property belongs to 
the people. It was paid for with the taxes of the people, and it should 
be used for the general benefit of the people. 

You may recall that in 1943 this committee favorably reported a 
bill, H. R. 2795, which was passed by the House, in June of 1943. The 
proponents of that bill thought it unwise to provide for donations. 
However, the Senate did not act on the bill. 

In October of 1944, the Surplus Property Act was passed, making 
provision, as you know, for donations to schools, hospitals, and 
various other public bodies. 

By 1948, the cost of administration of the act, because of the numer- 
ous priorities and preferences, was beginning to exceed the returns 
from the sale of the property. 

President Truman, in March of 1948, sent a message to Congress 
stating that the cost of administering the act was becoming prohibitive, 
and recommended the termination of the Surplus Property act and 
the creation of a central property agency to administer the property of 
the Federal Government. 

The Senate Expenditures Committee took action on a bill, S. 2754 
(the Federal Property Act of 1948), with provision only for the dona- 
tion of property that had no commercial value or property the cost of 
care and handling of which would be exorbitant. 

Early reports and hearings are sometimes quoted to indicate that 
that was the ultimate intent of Congress, and it should be said that the 
Senate committee did have that in mind in that original draft. 

However, the provision was not acceptable to the Congress, and 
when the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
Was considered, an amendment was added to the effect that real and 
personal property, useful and needed by schools, should be donated to 
the schools. 

It also provided that real property, which was useful and needed by 
health institutions should be donated to them. 

So final action by Congress completely overruled the earlier thought 
of the executive branch that the time had come when such donations 
should be discontinued. 

The Congress carefully considered the matter and decided that pub- 
lic benefits would be so large, and the returns from the sale so small, 
that the program should go on. 

Later, in September of 1950, over a year after the enactment of the 
basic legislation 
Mr. McCormack. That is Public Law 152, is it not the basic act? 

Mr. Warp. Yes; Public Law 152. 

A year after the enactment of Public Law 152, the Congress enacted 
Public Law 754, and reconsidered the matter carefully, and decided 
to extend donations of personal property to health institutions. So 
by those two acts, both real and personal property were made eligible 
for donation when useful and needed to educational and health insti- 
tutions. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, from the enactment of the 1949 law until 
some time within recent months, was there any difficulty in the ad- 
ministration of the law, in carrying out the intent of Congress? 

Mr. Warp. The program was highly successful, Mr. “Chairman. 
About $1.4 billion of both real and personal property. 
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Mr. McCormack. That is acquisition are 

Mr. Warp. Acquisition costs—was made available to the various 
institutions from 1946-1954. 

Now, some difficulties arose in the State of North Carolina along 

n 1947-48. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, that was under another law. 

Mr. Warp. It was under previous legislation. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes; so we will not have to go into that. 

Mr. Warp. On August 10, 1949, the Congress enacted Public Law 
216 as an amendment to the National Security Act of 1947. The in- 
tent of that act is stated to provide for the promotion of economy and 
efficiency through the establishment of uniform budgetary and fiscal 
procedures and ¢ organizations. 

It was intended to bring about more businesslike methods in the 
Department of Defense which, as you know, uses some two-thirds of 
the Federal budget. 

Section 405 of that statute gave the Secretary of Defense authority 
to establish what is known as working capital funds or stock funds 
in his discretion when he thought that would be helpful in carrying 
cut the purposes of the act. 

That was in August 1949. It was not until 5 years later, or prac- 
tically that—February 1, 1954—that the Comptroller of the Depart- 
ment of Defense issued a regulation, 7420.1, establishing the Way in 
which the stock funds, working capital funds, would be adminis- 
tered. 

The position was taken at that time that once inventories are capi- 
talized into a stock fund, they are not eligible for donation under the 
donable property laws. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, the effect of that was what, in relation to 
the donable property law? 

Mr. Warp. The effect of that is to freeze the donable property 
and curt: mn the program, Mr. Chairman. Not only that, excess prop- 
erties are actually capitalized into the stock funds, with the result 
that bite sales are made later of the excesses. On the table is a list 
of some 100 sales that have been made in various parts of the country 
the last several months. All kinds of property are being offered for 
sale, some of it new, some of it used, various conditions, but it is 
excess, actually, to the needs of the stock fund, and it is not eligible 
for donation under Public Law 152, as amended by Public Law 754. 
Under the existing Department of Defense interpretation it must 
be sold. 

It is very difficult to state the value of the property. The only 
figure that property administrators have ever been able to use has 
been the acquisition cost and, obviously, in some cases a military item 
may have cost $100, and might be worth only a few cents for sale. 
So use of the figure is misleading. But, conversely, there are many 
items that have practically no sale value which are of great value 
to educational and health institutions. 

I might give you an example. The services had vast quantities 
of landing mats. They are an iron network. A section is 8 or 10 
feet long and maybe 3 or 4 feet wide. They were used, as you know, 
in making landing fields. There have been hundreds of thousands of 
those surplus over the country. 

If they are sold, they bring a few dollars a ton as scrap. 
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Mr. McCormack. Or whatever they would get as scrap. 

Mr. Warp. Yes; whatever the market may be. 

However, the schools have found many uses for the mats. I found, 
for instance, in a recent trip in Texas, that they are used around 
football fields, schoolyards, and so forth. They are stood on end, spot- 
welded together, welded to posts, and are of real value. They are not 
only used for fencing but for reinforcement when laying a foundation 
to a school or gym or other building. So that kind of property, while 
having very little sale value, has great value to the institutions. There 
are many, many examples like that. 

However, according to the information we are able to get, the net 
return from these numerous sales of billions of dollars worth of prop- 
erty has been less than 5 percent net. 

Mr. McCormack. By “net return” what do you mean ¢ 

Mr. Warp. The return after deducting the costs of sale and other 
costs that may be involved, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you some figures on that on some of the 
sales 4 

Mr. Warp. Yes; I have, Mr. Chairman. We got some figures that 
were supplied to us by the Columbus General Depot. 

Mr. McCormack. For example, will you quote some of these? 

Mr. Warp. Here is one lot of “salvage, surplus property” acquisi- 
tion costs, $1,180,756.55; the proceeds were $117,504; the net return 
was 9.8 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. <A net or gross return ? 

Mr. Warp. That was a gross return. 

Mr. McCormack. Gross return. 

Mr. Warp. And some miscellaneous vehicles were sold that brought 
16 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. What was the acquisition cost 

Mr. Warp. That was $143,804; the returns were $23,940. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Warp. And then there were some Quartermaster and Corps of 
Engineers spare parts, $8,245,000 in acquisition costs; proceeds were 
$386,298 ; return, 4.6 percent. 

Of that group, the acquisition costs were $9.5 million. 

Mr. McCormack. $9,568,484. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. So that the record will show it correctly; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. What were the proceeds, the gross 
sale proceeds ? 

Mr. Warp. The proceeds were $527,742.58. 

Mr. McCormack. And the gross percentage return ? 

Mr. Warp. Was 5.5 percent. 

Also there were a number of sales at other installations that were 
reported to us—for the benefit of the members it is on page 9 of this 
little summary—showing $5,952,113.94; that was the acquisition cost; 
with proceeds of $335,617.21; percent of return, 5.6 percent. 

A task force comprised of individuals from the Bureau of the 
Budget, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Department 
of Defense, and General Services Administration made a survey of 
a number of installations last fall. From the summary that has been 
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furnished to the committee—and you will find it in your folder—it 
shows that the net return from that property was less than 5 percent 
net. That was on $1,184,319,708 acquisition costs, with a return of 
$67,162,663, less than 5 percent net return in that case. 

Mr. McCormack. Did that include—the net return—the expenses 
paid by the Defense Department out of other appropri: itions ? 

Mr. Warp. I donot believe that it does, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gammon of the Bureau of the Budget is here, and he prob- 
ably could answer that specifically. 

Mr. McCormack. Could you answer that, Mr. Gammon ? 

Mr. Gammon. I do not have the papers in front of me, Mr. Chair- 
man. I cannot answer that in detail now, but if the committee wants 
specific information we will try to get it for a more specific answer. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, as the staff of the subcommittee of the 83d 
Congress, Mrs. Harden’s subcommittee, you went around the coun- 
try visiting to get first-hand information, did you not, as to the man- 
ner in which the program was operating? Will you give the com- 
mittee the benefit of what you observed / 

Mr. Warp. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I went to five States—Ohio, California, Texas, Pennsylvania, and 
Massachusetts—to observe whether or not this donated property was 
being used or whether it was just being hoarded, whether it was being 
misused, and also the benefits that were being derived from it. 1 
might give you a few examples. 

There is a little trade school in Boston called the Don Bosco 
School. It is in a relatively poor district. There are a number of 
teen-age boys in the neighborhood, and a very enterprising individual 
by the name of Father Rinaldi has established a little trade school. 
He was able to acquire some woodworking equipment and some metal- 
working equipment, and various pieces of material, and had 225 
teen-age boys learning those trades. 

The | boys were wor king very diligently, creating things; they were 
learning trades, and Father Rinaldi told me that he turned down 
350 additional applications that fall and if he had the facilities and 
the equipment he could undoubtedly take care of thousands of boys. 

I went to Temple University in Philadelphia. 

Mr. McCormack. Who is the president of Temple University ? 

Mr. Warp. The president is Dr. Robert Johnson, who has had con- 
siderable Federal experience, by the way. 

Mr. McCormack. An outstanding man. 

Mr. Warp. Yes, he is; and he was in charge of the group that 
handled the Citizens’ Report on the first Hoover report. 

He told me that the Temple Dentistry School had reached the 
point where they either had to abandon it or something had to be 
done with it. It ranked as low as 57th out of 58 dentistry schools 
in the United States. 

Dr. Johnson was able to acquire a building that had been a de- 
fense plant installation. I think in that case he got a 95-percent dis- 
count because of the public benefit involved, and was able to get some 
loans to finance the reconstruction of the building into a dentistry 
school. 

Now it is one of the leading schools in the United States. It turns 
out several hundred graduates per year, a great many of whom go 
directly into the defense effort; and Dr. Johnson was certainly en- 
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thusiastic about the benefits that had been received and, conversely, 
he was indignant at the sales that were going on with such small re- 
turns to the taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. McCormack. Without opportunity for the States and subdi- 
visions and the educational and health institutions to have the op- 
portunity of obtaining usable property. 

Mr. Warp. That was his position. I think that was the general 
position of the people with whom I talked in 5 States. 

There is a little college in Los Angeles, Calif., El Camino Junior 
College—I am sure the Congressmen from California are familiar 
withit. It isa 2-year college and has some 6,000 students. It started 
during the war period. It literally started from scratch by getting 
some surplus buildings. Some of them are still on the campus. 

In some of those buildings are surplus typewriters where young- 
sters are learning to be typists and learning the stenographic trade. 
In other places they have metalworking equipment, welding equip- 
ment, and woodworking equipment. 

One of the finest examples of utilization that I saw were some dilap- 
idated refrigerators that Government agencies did not want. They 
had been taken into the shop; the boys had put new. tubes, recondi- 
tioned the motor, had taken the cases and sineal them and taken 
out the dents, had repainted them, put enamel on them, and they 
looked like new refrigerators. ‘Then the refrigerators were used in 
the institution. 

In a case like that, the refrigerator would bring a few dollars 
as scrap or salvage, but through the use of the equipment in training 
and the subsequent use of the equipment itself, it was worth not 50 
percent or a hundred percent, but several hundred percent. 

The University of California has a campus which is literally cov- 
ered with surplus buildings, and the engineering shops and other 
shops are equipped with machine tools and material that come from 
Public Law 152 and prior programs. 

The same thing is true at Columbus, Ohio, at the State university. 
At Waco, Tex., the same condition existed at Baylor University. 
The same situation exists in hundreds of places in the various States. 
Penn State University uses a great amount of surplus property, and 
in practically every one of those places one gets the same story, that 
they could not have carried on with the increased load and the de- 
creased taxes without the help of this equipment which was made 
available to them. 

Most of the people contacted took this position: The Federal Gov- 
ernment is taking 70 percent of the tax base of the Nation. That tax 
money is coming from the school districts, the cities, the counties, 
and the States. Two-thirds or more of the tax is used by the Defense 
Department. The property does not belong to a Federal agency; it 
belongs to the people. It is paid for with the people’s money. There- 
fore, the owning agencies, so called, are not owning agencies at all; 
they are custodial agencies. 

Mr. McCormack. As the staff representative of the subcommittee of 
this committee, you went into five States. From your investigation 
and observations, have you found that the program as contemplated 
by Congress, the bill coming out of this committee in 1949, as amended 
in 1950, has been working to a satisfactory degree? 
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Mr. Warp. It was, Mr. Chairman, up until the time that this regu- 
lation of the Defense Department was put into effect. 

Mr. McCormack. That is what I mean, prior to that. 

Mr, Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. And the benefits that those institutions or States 
and political subdivisions obtained were used in the public interest ? 

Mr. Warp. In my opinion, that is certainly correct. 

Mr. McCormack. The governments of the several States have co- 
cenreten in this program through the appointment of State agents. 

hey have different titles, but their job is to see that the institutions 
within the State, I assume, who desire and are seeking certain usable 
property, are advised where property might be available or to keep 
them informed in cooperation with the Government. Will you state 
just what that relationship is? 

Mr. Warp. Well, in each State the organization is somewhat dif- 
ferent, depending upon State laws and constitutions. But, in general, 
the States have designated an agency for surplus property. These 
people are close to the school and the health institutions. They know 
their needs and their requirements, generally. 

They are also familiar with the Federal installations where sur- 
pluses will develop in their State and adjoining States. They find 
out the needs of the various institutions and in cooperation with the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, which is the operat- 
ing agency for the program, they endeavor to locate and place prop- 
erty that is useful and needed. Through the offices of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare the property is allocated to the 
various institutions throughout the States. 

I would like to add another thought, Mr. Chairman: That in many, 
many States school people indicated that they would like to have more 
musical instruments, for instance, or more athletic equipment for the 
benefit of their institutions; and it has been hard to get that kind of 
material. 

However, there have been tremendous sales of these materials by 
the military departments. Those are things that are very useful in 
abating the current delinquency problem in the country. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, there are so many things, desks, typewriters, 
any number of items that could be used in either a college, school, or 
hospital ; that is true, is it not ? 

Mr. Warp. That is correct, there are thousands of items. 

Mr. McCormack. I remember an X-ray machine was obtained for 
a hospital in Massachusetts. I remember contributing several years 
ago toward the obtaining of that, and it covers a very broad field. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, prior to the experiences of the procedure of 
the last year, were these State agencies given an opportunity of seeing 
the surplus property before it was disposed of ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes, they were; they had an opportunity. The surplus 
property lists were passed through the General Services Administra- 
tion to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and they 
would look them over as to whether property was useful and needed 
for the program. 

Then those lists would be made available for the benefit of the 
various institutions, and if there were something available that was 
useful and needed, they had an opportunity to acquire it. 
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Mr. McCormack. Before it was sold? 

Mr. Warp. Before it was sold. 

Mr. McCormack. What is the procedure now? 

Mr. Warp. The procedure now, under the stock-fund arrangement 
is this: When property is really excess at a given installation, that i is, 
they do not need it any more and it is not needed within the military 
department, the General Services Administration has an opportunity 
to place it in Federal agencies. However, the property is sold if not 
needed by the Federal agencies. As far as the States are concerned, 
the only way they can acquire it is to attend the auctions where these 
tremendous sales are going on and bid on that property. It is not 
made available to them on a donation basis. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, they have to go into competition 
with those who are bidding ? 

Mr. Warp. They would in order to get it. 

Mr. McCormack. And that is by reason of this act of 1950, and the 
orders issued within about a year ago as the result of that act: is that 
correct 4 

Mr. Warp. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Is there anything further ? 

Mr. Warp. I do not believe so, Mr. Chairman. I believe that that 
covers the situation, unless you would like for me to make a section-by- 
section analysis. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, you can do that in the record, without ob- 
jection, and that can be done without taking up the time. 

Is that agreeable to you, Mr. Jonas? T mean, is it agreeable as to 
the section- by- -section analysis for the record, is that agreeable to you, 
Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Is it agreeable to you, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that we have an elabora- 
tion by Mr. Ward on the comments on page 18 here, section 201 (c). 

Mr. Warp. I would be very happy to do that. 

Mr. McCormack. All right, Mr. Ward. 

Mr. Warp. The Federal P roperty Act, Public Law 152, has a provi- 
sion in section 201 (c) which contemplates that Federal agencies may 
trade in certain items of property when they want to acquire similar 
property. It is the same thing you do with your car, Congressman 
Moss. It is very broad authority. 

Section 201 (c) was added for the purpose of getting property of a 
higher quality by trading in old material. The trade-in property is 
not considered to be excess property. Theoretically, it is property 
that would be used if not traded for better similar items. 

However, within the last few years there have been tremendous sales 
all over the country of property purporting to come under section 
201 (c). 

That property is sold as it is not eligible either for the transfer 
to other Federal agencies, because it is not excess or surplus; and it is 
not considered eligible for donation under this program. 

Mr. Moss. There is no review at all to determine whether this prop- 
erty could be used by Federal agencies or within the- 
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Mr. Warp. That is my understanding, and it is not made eligible 
because, theoretically, it is not excess to needs. It is property that the 
holder presumably would use if not traded. 

There have been millions of dollars worth of property sold 
under section 201 (c). In fact, there was a big sale at Davisville, R. 1., 
this fall, of about $5 million worth of equipment coming under section 
201 (c). The receipts go into a special account of the agency, and it 
is to be used to buy additional property. 

The law does require that there be a referencing between sales and 
purchases but, as I understand from General Accounting Office people, 
and they can elaborate on this, it is very, very difficult to reference all 
those transactions. 

It really boils down pretty much to a sale of surplus property and 
conversion of receipts to a no-year appropriation. 

Mr. Moss. Would it be your opinion that that is stretching the 
intent of Congress considerably in the use of that section? 

Mr. Warp. “Absolutely, Congressman. I helped draft that legisla- 
tion when I was in the Bureau of the Budget. It had a very good 
intent but, in my opinion, it has been terribly stretched. 

Mr. McCormack. By the way, the Bureau of the Budget favored 
the 1949 bill, did they not? 

Mr. Warp. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McCormack. And the 1950 amendment ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes, they did. 

Mr. McCormack. The 1949 and 1950 acts are both related acts ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes; they are related, and the reports were favorable; 
they concurred in the legislation. In fact, the 1949 act was drafted to 
a large extent by Budget Bureau staff in cooperation by the Federal 
Wor ks Agency and other executive agencies. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there any further observation, any further 
testimony, you want to give at this time, Mr. Ward ? 

Mr. Warp. I do not believe so, Congressman, unless someone wishes 
to ask me some questions. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No further questions. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir; I have 1 or 2, please, sir. 

What is the section of the act under which the McNeil regulation 
was issued ? 

Mr. Warp. The McNeil regulation was issued under Public Law 
216, Congressman, which was an amendment to the National Security 
Act of 1947. That is known as the 1949 amendment. The stock fund 
came under section 405 of Public Law 216. TI believe there is a copy 
in your kit. I will get you one. 

Mr. Jonas. What is the section? 

Mr. W ARD. 405 covers the stock fund. 

Mr. Jonas. It was under this section 405, as I understand it, that 
the Defense Department issued regulation 7420.1 ? 

Mr. Warp. That is right. 

Mr. Jonas. And you contend that the regulation, while it may be 
authorized under this section 405, was not contempI: ated, or was not 
ae »perly promulgated under this section; is that correct ? 

r. Warp. Well, my thought is, Congressman, that it was not in- 
tendo’ to supersede the effect of Public Laws 152 and 754. 
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Mr. Jonas. You mean what was not intended to supersede Public 
Law 152? 

Mr. Warp. No; the stock fund arrangement was not supposed to 
set aside the donable portion of the act. As a matter of fact, the 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense says that much himself in 
a letter to Mrs. Hobby, a letter dated April 9, 1954. That is on page 
1681 of this hearing—lI am sure you have a copy of it. 

Mr. Jonas. Did you say 1588? 

Mr. Warp. Page 1681. At the bottom of the page, appendix 13, 
it says: 

I am in agreement with the view expressed in your letter that the enactment 
of section 405 of the National Security Act amendments of 1949 was without 
reference to and not in contemplation of section 203 (j) of the Federal Property 


and Administrative Services Act of 1949, authorizing the donation of surplus 
personal property for educational or public health purposes. 


Mr. Jonas. Pardon me; since that sentence has been read in the 
record, would it not be better to put the entire letter of Mr. McNeil 
in the record at this point? 

Mr. McCormack. So ordered. 

Mr. Jonas. I have it here. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


DONABLE SURPLUS PROPERTY PROGRAM 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., April 9, 1954. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE. 


DEAR MADAM SEcRETARY: The Secretary of Defense has referred your letter 
of March 11, 1954, to me for answer. 

I am in agreement with the view expressed in your letter that the enactment 
of section 405 of the National Security Act amendments of 1949 was without 
reference to and not in contemplation of section 203 (j) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, authorizing the donation of surplus 
personal property for educational or public health purposes. Further, the 
Regulations Governing Stock Fund Operations which implemented section 405 
of the National Security Act amendments of 1949 were issued without specific 
consideration of the effect they might have upon the donation program. There- 
fore it is obvious that there was no intent to deny the schools and health institu- 
tions of any benefits derived from the donation program and I am glad of the 
opportunity to examine this problem and see what can be done to improve the 
situation. 

The Department of Defense is now conducting a vigorous campaign to rid the 
supply systems of the military departments of excess property. The authority 
contained in section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to donate surplus personal property for educational and public health 
purposes will be utilized wherever appropriate to speed disposition action and 
comply with the intent of the cited section. I assure you this policy will be fol- 
lowed for all property to the extent it is not in conflict wtih restrictions imposed 
by Congress. 

Title IV of the amendments to the National Security Act of 1949 is clear 
and unambiguous in directing the Department of Defense to adopt businesslike 
methods to promote efficiency and economy of operations. Section 405 of title 
IV authorized the use of working capital funds to finance stores of materiel 
(referred to as “stock funds” in the Defense Department Regulations) and indi- 
cates clearly that such funds shall be reimbursed for materiel furnished there- 
from. Based upon this legal requirement, Stock Fund Regulations establish the 
general principle that no property held by a stock fund shall be issued, trans- 
ferred, or otherwise disposed of without consideration, thus providing the means 
for perpetuation or replenishment of the fund and maintaining its integrity. The 
ability to “revolve” from cash to inventory and back to cash is a fundamental 
characteristic of a stock fund. Section 804 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 recognizes a “reimbursable fund” as an exception to 
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the provisions of title II with respect to proceeds from transfer or disposition of 
property. In an unpublished decision of August 3, 1950, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral has held that working capital funds as authorized by section 405 of the 
National Security Act amendments of 1949 fall within the classification of a 
“reimbursable fund” and that proceeds from the sale of property held by such 
fund may be credited thereto. Therefore it seems clear that the provisions of 
the cited regulations are in conformity with the requirements of the law under 
which stock funds were authorized. 

I believe it is consistent with good business principles and not in conflict with 
section 405 of the National Security Act amendments to authorize the donation 
of surplus property to public bodies if there is no commercial value for salevof 
such property or if the estimated cost of continued care and handling would 
exceed the estimated proceeds from its sale. Therefore, I am initiating an 
amendment to the stock fund regulations which will authorize such action. This 
Same amendment will also provide that used property returned from using 
activities as being excess to current needs will not be taken up in the stock fund 
of a military department if it has been determined that there is no requirement 
for such property by the department, or that such property is unserviceable or is 
not economically reparable. Such property then would become available for the 
donation program after, of course, conforming to established excess and surplus 
property disposal procedures. 

Under procedures which are understood to be compatible with the last de- 
scribed section of the proposed amendment, the Defense Supply Service (which 
operates the smallest of the Department of Defense stock funds) made donations 
to schools through your department amounting to approximately $217,00 in 
acquisition value between: July 1, 1953, and February 1, 1954.. Under similar 
procedures the Navy, which operates a stock fund encompassing about 90 
percent of the common-use standard-stock items, donated over $6,926,000 in 
property to educational and public health programs allocated by your department 
in the first two quarters of the current fiscal year. It would appear from these 
two examples that the extension of such procedures to other stock fund opera- 
tions will largely eliminate the problem. 

Because of the interest she has expressed in this subject, I am furnishing a 
copy of this letter to the Chairman of the Intergovernmental Relations Sub- 
committee of the Committee on Government Operations. 

Sincerely, 
W. J. MCNEIL, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Jonas. I was concerned about your testimony that these sales 
resulted in a return of approximately 5 percent. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it not true that in order to understand that, though, 
you have to know what sort of property was being sold? Have you 
analyzed these lists of sales that you have reported here as, say 
$9 million worth of property sold for $527,000 at an average return of 
epee 

Mr. Warp. Yes, I have looked over a great many of them. Here is 
a pile of them, for instance, Congressman. They involve all kinds of 
personal property, trucks, planes, there are literally millions of items 
that the military agencies have. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, the details show that the vehicles averaged 16 
percent. 

Mr Warp. That is right. 

Mr. Jonas. I would assume that at any sale a vehicle would bring a 
fair market price, that is, if sufficient advertising has been given, 
and a are aware of the sales being conducted; is that not true? 

Mr. Warp. Well, I imagine that that is a fair approximation of 
what they get for vehicles. 

Mr. Jonas. I ee wondering if you analyzed the type of prop- 
erty that was included to see how much, if any, of it would be really 
usable by an educational institution. 
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Mr. Warp. Well, for the benefit of the committee, I asked some of 
the people in the District of Columbia and from the various States 
who are dealing with this problem to go throug a list of a hundred 
or so of these sales so that you could see the type of property usable 
for educational and health purposes, and they have marked those. 
That was a hundred out of several hundred that have been made the 
last year or so. Maybe you would like to take a look yourself and see 
the things that are marked. 

Mr. Jonas. I would like to. I will not hold up the committee. 

Mr. Warp. We will pass them around to the different members. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not think the chairman would care to go into 
it now, and neither do I think we should, but I am glad to know they 
are available. 

Mr. McCormack. Then, are there items in there that could be used ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes sir, numerous items; they are marked. 

Mr. Jonas. I assume, however, that the Government owns a lot of 
surplus material and property that educational institutions would 
have no use for, either. 

Mr. Warp. Oh, yes; that is so. As a matter of fact, Congressman, 
the program has only been taking 5 or 6 percent of the surplus that is 
available. But you will find in these sales that there are such items as 
nails, screws, bolts, and paint, and most anything that you can think 
of. Here is one that the representative from the District of Columbia 
says contains badly-needed items for educational and he: alth | purposes. 

Mr. Jonas. May I ask this question: In these sales that have been 
held, have you found any evidence that there has been any ‘effort to 
reduce bidding or conduct these sales without due notice of advertise- 
ment to the institutions that are interested in the property: were 
they prevented from bidding on this property at the sales themselves ? 

Mr. Warp. If they had budgets available and knew when sales 
were coming up, they could go and bid, I suppose, with the others. 
But the school people and the health people contend that they do not 
have money available. 

There will be some representatives of schools and hospitals testify- 
ing, and you can ask them as to their particular situations, 

Mr. Jonas. Of course, I assume that anybody who is running an 
institution would be glad to have this property given to it, but I 
was asking the question, which would not indicate any opposition to 
this bill, but I want to get the facts as to how these sales have been 
conducted, and whether there has been any effort that you have 
discovered to reduce bidding. 

Mr. Warp. No, I do not think so. Some of the ; sales, Mr. Congress- 
man, have been by written bids, and some have been by auction, and 
the piles or lots of property are put out that people may inspect them. 

One of the difficulties is that the lots are too large for an ordinary 
school or hospital to bid on. Because of the tremendous quantities 
of property to be disposed of, the lots are usually large. 

This disposal program runs into a billion or more dollars a year 
and the lots are so large that the people tell me it is impossible for 
small buyers to bid on a ie lot. 

Mr. Jonas. The reason I ask that question, I would assume that if 
you have got a vad of equipment there worth $10 million or $9.5 
million, and it only brought $500,000, some institutions could have 
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pooled their resources and bought it in, and made a lot of money on 
it; could er not ? 

Mr. Warp. I do not know whether they could. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you think the property in the illustration that you 
gave us was actually worth $9.5 million, that sold for $500,000 ? 

Mr. Warp. I tried to make clear that that was the acquisition cost, 
and acquisition cost can be very misleading. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you have any figures that will indicate the acquisi- 
tion costs of the amount of property we are dealing with here? How 
much property is owned by the Government now, personal property 

Mr. Warp. Well, that is a difficult question. But, Mr. Pearson, the 
Assistant Director of the Budget, and Mr. Earl Johnson, who was 
the Under Secretary of the Army, testified before the Riehlman com- 
mittee at the last session that the Army had about $35 billion in inven- 
tory in the United States, and approximately $17 billion overseas, 
and that the Navy had about $13 billion. They did not give figures 
for the Air Force. 

Now, in connection with the—— 

Mr. Jonas. Pardon me. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. ae he indicate whether that was surplus property ? 

Mr. Warp. No, not all of it was surplus, of course. He indicated 
he thought about $4 billion, as I recall the figures, would be in thai 
category. But Mr. Johnson made this very important statement: 
That the Army was spending from $400 to $600 million a year in re- 
search and development. If that work was successful, a great deal 
of property in inventory would become obsolete and useless. The 
intent of the testimony was to show the scope of this program, and 
it was going to be continuing for some years to come on a billion-dollar 
per year basis. 

If I may add one other thought. In connection with the 1953 appro- 
priations hearings, Admiral Fox, the Chief of Naval Materiel, testi- 
fied that the three services had capital assets—that is property of all 
different kinds, including these inventories—of $143 billion. 

Mr. Jonas. $143 billion ? 

Mr. Warp. $148 billion. 

Mr. Pearson of the Budget Bureau is going to testify, and he is 
very well informed on the situation in the Army. 

Mr. Jonas. In your analysis of this current legislation we are con- 
sidering which, in effect, pron the basic act again, how much super- 
vision would be required, I mean overhead? I have been under the 
impression that it costs an awful lot of money just to give this prope rty 
away. Isthat true? Is there much redtape involved, and if there is, 
how much? 

Mr. Warp. In this staff report it is indicated that the budget of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is in the neighborhood 
of $400,000 or $500,000 a year for this program; is that correct, Mr. 
Secretary? $400,000. 

They have a small staff in Washington, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and they have some regional offices 

Mr. Jonas. Well, that does not even involve—I mean, does not 
even include the cost to the States? 

Mr. Warp. No, it does not. 

Mr. Jonas. That would be in addition to that ? 
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Mr. Warp. That would be in addition, and those figures are not 
available; they have never been compiled, to my knowledge, as to what 
the States are paying. 

Mr. Jonas. Why would it require such a big staff to give this 
property away, if they decided to donate it? 

r. Warp. Under this bill, Congressman, I do not believe that it 
would. One of the problems in this program has been the problem 
of compliance. 

In other words, when property is donated to an institution should 
the Federal Government follow up for an indefinite period of time 
to see that it is being used, or that it has not been traded in, or otherwise 
disposed of ? 

With literally thousands of donee institutions throughout the coun- 
try receiving theaagite and thousands of items of various kinds, if 
the Federal Government is going to keep strings attached to all of 
those items of property and come around 2 or 3 years after it is 
donated and say, “I want to see that typewriter or that chair or that 
desk,” it is going to cost a great deal of money. 

That points to one of the differences of opinion between some of 
the agencies, the extent of compliance. 

Mr. Jonas. Were the efforts to force compliance until this regula- 
tion was issued that extensive? Did we have—— 

Mr. Warp. I do not think this regulation affected the compliance 
problem. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, it practically ended the program. 

Mr. Warp. Oh, no; it has not ended the program. It has just 
decreased the amount that has been made available. In fact, because 
of the greatly accelerated disposal program in the last few years, in 
a number of places, the States have been receiving more property than 
they did before this big clean sweep took place. 

Mr. Jonas. I beg your pardon; I understood you to say that the 
promulgation of this regulation has practically brought this program 
to a standstill. 

Mr. Warp. No, I did not mean to say that. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, since the regulation has been in effect, can you 
give us any figures indicating the dollar amount of property that 
has been donated ? 

Mr. Warp. I do not know whether I have that immediately avail- 
able or not. I can get it for you and put it in the record. The infor- 
mation is as follows: Acquisition cost of approved donations of per- 
sonal property, $108,353,530; acquisition cost of real property trans- 
ferred, $10,430,048. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not think the dollars are important. What I am 
interested oe I think you have already answered that when 
you said you did not think it brought the program to a standstill, 
but it has gone on—that is what I am interested in. 

Mr. Warp. May I explain it this way: The military agencies, 
with all these billions of dollars of property in their depots were 
confronted with the situation of either cleaning a lot of the material 
out of the depots or building more depots to house additional prop- 
erty coming out of the mobilization effort since Korea. 

So a tremendous program has been under way to unblock the depots, 
as they call it, to reduce inventory, get rid of obsolete and broken 
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material, and so there has been a greatly accelerated program of dis- 
posal in the last 2 years. 

But there has also been a great deal of property not made available 
to the school and the health institutions because of the effect of this 
regulation. 

Mr. Jonas. Can you explain that stock-funding arrangement in 
just ordinary language? 

Mr. Warp. I will try to. 

ae Jonas. Without putting the text of the regulation in the 
record. 

Mr. Warp. Well, it means, in effect, the establishment a working 
capital fund. 

Mr. Jonas. The Defense Department ? 

Mr. Warp. The Defense Department. It is permitted, where it 
thinks that economy and more business-like methods will result, to take 
appropriations that are available, and stock that is available, and set 
up a sort of corporation known as a stock fund. 

Then, the accounting theory is that the integrity of the stock fund 
must be kept. It should be kept intact. Stock is sold to using agencies 
and the money returned to the stock fund which thus revolves. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, do you think this was a good arrangement to 
create this stock fund ? 

Mr. Warp. Congressman Jonas, I think there are some cases, from 
my own experience, where stock funds are justified. I think there are 
a great many cases where they are not justified. 

Mr. Jonas. All, in effect, 1t amounted to, did it not, was that they 
were capitalizing the personal property they had on hand and putting 
a value on it. 

Mr. Warp. That was the intent of it. 

Mr. Jonas. As a business or an industry would do. 

Mr. Warp. They were not, however, prohibited by the statute from 
making excess property donable. That was a matter of volition rather 
than a mandatory requirement. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean before they created the stock fund, they 
should have distinguished between what property was surplus and 
what should have gone into the fund? 

Mr. Warp. I would think that was one step that might have been 
taken, to capitalize only what was needed. But even after it had 
been capitalized there was no legal prohibition against the donation 
of excesses to schools and hospitals. They write off 90 percent or 
something like that anyway. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean that you think that the Defense Department, 
once it has capitalized X items of property can, with a bookkeeping 
entry, remove that property from the capitalization created, and call 
it surplus and make it donable? 

Mr. Warp. Yes, that is my opinion, and I received an informal 
opinion to that effect from the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Jonas. The thing that worries me a little bit about it—and, Mr. 
Chairman, I preface this by saying I have not prejudged this matter 
and I do not want you to assume from my questions that I am op- 
posed to the legislation; I am just trying to find out a little more 
than I know about it—are you satisfied that under the arrangement 
that existed before this regulation was promulgated that any agency 
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can make a fair and equitable distribution of this property? Now 
what about the many educational institutions that are operated by 
denominations and private institutions that are engaged in educa- 
tional work; are they eligible for some of this property, too? 

Mr. Warp. Generally, they are, yes. 

Mr. Jonas. What about other institutions than educational insti- 
tutions, such as homes for the aged, and things of that sort; is that 
sort of institution eligible ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes, they receive property—I would like to have Mr. 
Frazier from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
answer that, if he would. 

Mr. Frazier. Sir, the present law designates eight types of insti- 
tutions eligible to receive personal property. These eight institutions 
are schools, school systems, colleges, universities, hospitals, medical 
institutions, health centers, and clinics. They may either be tax- 
supported or tax-exempt under 101 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Mr. Jonas. That would mean they would have to be operated as 
nonprofit institutions ? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Has there been any contest between the States to see if 
they could share equitably or ratably in this property or has there 
been sort of a hit-or-miss program? I was interested in the comment 
that Mr. Lipscomb made that his State has received $90 million 
worth of property under this program. 

Mr. Warp. There is a list that you have showing what the various 
States have received. 

Mr. Moss. That, incidentally, is personal property, $98 million for 
California; there is a total of $152 million if you include real property. 

Mr. Warp. That, of course, is one of the prime functions of the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, to determine use and 
need and to make allocations amongst the States; and I have found a 
fine degree of cooperation as between the various States with respect 
to this. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare makes a determination of need, and has the authority to 
allocate on that basis? 

Mr. Warp. That is right. It is their function. It is not turned 
over to the States to decide. HEW allocates the property between 
the States. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean then that a determination would be that X 
State, being less well off financially than Y State on some formula 
would receive more property or be eligible for more property ? 

Mr. Warp. It is based on need. Of course, proximity has a lot 
to do with it. There are many installations ; 

Mr. Jonas. That gets away from your theory which you advanced 
that since the Federal Government had absorbed 70 percent of the 
tax base that left the States with not enough taxable property to 
operate the school systems, and so forth, does it not? 

Mr. Warp. I do not believe so. There is only 30 percent left for 
all State and local purposes. 

Mr. Jonas. But I mean, you collect more taxes from X State than 
Y State, but Y State being poorer than X State, Y State gets more 
property. You do not allocate it to the people who pay the taxes, 
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to meet one of the theories you advanced, which was that since the 
property belongs to the people it ought to go back to them. 

Mr. Warp. Well, take the State of California, which has been a 
large recipient. They contend, maybe rightly, I do not know, that 
because of the great influx of population that has taken place there 
they are worse off than before even considering the property they 
receive. But at least that is the function of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, to try to make an equitable distribution. 

Mr. Jonas. On the basis of need ? 

Mr. Warp. On the basis of use and need; that is what the law says. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that correct, substantially ? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir. Of course, there are several other factors 
that enter into our determinations, other than the economic matter. 
Need for educational equipment, for example, may be greater where a 
State has more vocational schools than some other States; so that need 
is not based entirely on economics. We do have formulas established 
on the basis of population that we try to follow. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you take into consideration what efforts the States 
themselves have made in making provision for their own people? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir. Of course, the more aggressive States receive 
more property because of their own efforts. 

Mr. Jonas. Pardon me, I do not understand it. You mean that an 
aggressive State will come out better than a State that may be in 
greater need but shows less aggressiveness ? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir; and in connection with the location of the 
property there again the economics of transportation enter into it. 
There is no inherent right in a State because of the location of the 
property in that State. 

However, if it is not economically feasible to transport a desk or a 
chair to another State, then it would be more readily available to the 
State in which the property is located. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean the cost of transportation might exceed the 
value of the property ? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. Or be disproportionate to it. 

I would like to pursue that point one step further, if I may. You 
are Mr. Frazier, are you not? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you mean that States which are on the ball and are 
constantly after the Department to obtain more property fare better 
in allocations ? 

Mr. Frazier. Sir, the State agencies vary considerably in the size 
of the operation ; and one State, for example, there are some 50 people 
employed full time in this program. In other States there would be 
the assistant superintendent of schools doing it, performing the opera- 
tion, as a part-time activity. 

It has been one of our problems to try to get the States to set up 
agencies that are capable of operating the program the way it should 
be. 

Now, in those States that are short on personnel, we might say, they 
do not pick up the property or do not ask for the property because they 
do not have time or facilities to handle it. 





24 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Jonas. How many States would you say are very active and 
have been in this program, or to put it the other way, how many have 
not shown any interest in this program ? 

Mr. Frazier. Well, at the present time there are three that have 
no agencies whatsoever. 

Mr. Jonas. Have they received any property under the program? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir, in previous years, and they are now receiving 
some through individual institutions, but not through the agencies 
themselves. 

Mr. Jonas. Would it be fair to say that the Department helps those 
that help themselves then to a certain extent in ‘his program ¢ 

Mr. Frazier. Well, we try, of course, to be just as equitable as we 
can, but there are other factors that enter into it that will not permit 
us to have the exact percentage of allocation. 

Mr. McCormack. But the opportunity exists for all the States to 
take advantage of the Seana] 

Mr. Frazmr. Sir? 

Mr. McCormack. The opportunity exists for all the States? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir; the opportunity in there, but there are some 
of the States that just do not realize the benefits of the program. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask a question of Mr. Frazier: 
Mr. Frazier, you would not imply that when you were talking about 
an aggressive State that you would continue to channel property to 
those States unless they were using it in their program, showing that 
they were utilizing it merce | 


¢ 
Mr. Frazter. No, sir. All of the property, of course, is allocated 


on the basis of need, and the need is meaning daily with the increase 


in school population, and I am sure that there is no State that is 
saturated with property nor would that point be reached for many 
years. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I had one question that I would like to 
ask of Mr. Ward. 

I notice that the letter addressed to the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, under date of April 9, 1954, from Mr. McNeil, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, states: 

Therefore, I am initiating an amendment to the stock-fund regulations which 
will authorize such action— 

such action being a more liberal use of the donable surplus program as 
it applies to capitalized stocks or inventories, and I am interested in 
finding out whether or not those regulations have been issued, and if 
they have, what effect have they had on the program. 

Mr. Warp. Congressman Moss, it is my understanding that they 
have not been issued, that there has not been agreement between the 
agencies involved in the program. 

They have been studying the problem, they have been having in- 
numerable meetings, but as of today they have not come to a position 
on it. 

Some of the folks from the various departments will be testifying, 
and they can tell you the current status of their attempts to get some 
modification in this regulation. 

Mr. Moss. You would take it then, whatever Mr. McNeil had in 
mind at the moment of writing the letter, has been abandoned or has 
been studied for the past 10 months? 
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Mr. Warp. It was not acceptable to the other agencies; that would 
be my opinion, because nothing has come to the committee indicat- 
ing that a policy determination has been issued or a new position 
developed. 

As a matter of fact, on two different occasions previously the com- 
mittee has asked the Bureau of the Budget for the executive position, 
and to date there apparently has not been agreement among the several 
agencies affected. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to have some clarification on one of the ques- 
tions asked by Mr. Jonas as to whether or not it would be advisable 
to classify these inventories prior to the time of capitalization. Isn’t 
that a determination which would have to be on a continuing basis? 
As it was determined that portions of inventory were surplus to the 
needs of the Department, they would ther determine whether or not 
the surplus would be placed under the donable program or whether 
it would be offered for sale under the capital-fund program ? 

Mr. Warp. I think that it makes a big problem when it is decided, 
for instance, to capitalize clothing. Let me give you an illustration. 

Testimony before the Appropriations Committee a year ago indi- 
cated that the a had $1,045 million worth of clothing and equip- 
age. That is one class of property. With proper management they 
probably could get along with $200 million worth. In other words, 
that would be a reduction of $845 million in 1 class, in 1 department. 

But to pick out what is excess at a given time is a tremendous job. 

The property is in depots—well, the Army had 73 depots. They do 
not all have clothing, but they have depots all over the country. It is 
a tremendous job to analyze inventories and I presume it has been 
found expedient to throw it all into the capitalization, and then as 
time goes on to identify and declare the excesses. 

Mr. Moss. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Any other questions? 

The Chair, at this time, without objection, will insert in the record 
telegrams received from Governor Hall of Kansas, Governor Williams 
of Michigan, Governor Herter of Massachusetts, Governor Russell of 
Nevada, Governor Muskie of Maine, and a letter from Governor Mar- 
land of West Virginia in support of the bill and the continuance of 
the om 


(The documents referred to follow :) 


TopeKA, Kans., February 14, 1955. 


JOHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee. 
Old House Office Building: 


Impossible to have representative present for subcommittee Donable Property 
hearing. Federal Surplus Property program has been of great benefit to educa- 
tional and mental health programs in Kansas. Strongly urge continuation of 
program and assure cooperation for any improvement. 


FreED HALL, 
Governor of Kansas. 


LANSING, Micu., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCorMAck, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee, Government Operations, 
Old House Office Building: 
Regarding your telegram on donable property of February 10, on February 8, 
I wired all Members of Congress from Michigan as follows: “Strongly urge sup 
port of H. R. 3322, prohibiting sale of surplus property until first offered to States 
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for education and public health purposes. Bill now in Committee on Government 
Operations. Surplus property program has played important part in expansion 
of education and health facilities vital to Michigan.” Michigan vitally inter- 
ested in the removal of current restrictions that will increase surplus property 
for education and health purposes. Michigan is handicapped through lack of 
military supply depots in the State and recent sales of surplus have decreased 
quantities available to us by 35 percent. Michigan received only average of 
$720,000 per year for last 2 years which is much below proportionate share on 
population basis. 

Records indicate diversion to stock fund has resulted in sale of choice property, 
balance being offered as junk. Michigan’s educational and health needs are ex- 
panding rapidly. Usable surplus property is important to help satisfy these 
requirements. 

G. MENNEN WILLIAMS, 
Governor of Michigan. 


—_—_—_— 


Boston, Mass., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JonHn W. McCormack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Old House Office Building, Washingington, D. C.: 


Thanks your wire re hearings on H. R. 3322. It is my strong conviction that 
Federal surplus property suitable for use by health and educational institution 
should be made more accessible to the State. Consequently, I endorse prin- 
ciples of H. R. 3322 and hope this bill becomes law. I appreciate your kind invi- 
tation to be represented at hearings and am asking Robert F. Nolan, supervisor, 
Massachusetts State agency for surplus property, to represent Massachusetts 
by attending hearings and holding himself available to testify before your 
specil subcommittee if necessary. 

CHRISTIAN A, HERTER, 
Governor of Massachusetts. 





Carson Crry, Nev., February 14, 1955. 
JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Favor donable program under H. R. 3322 on much broader expanded basis 
so property could be made available all State agencies, cities, municipalities, 
and counties instead merely educational and health agencies. Nevada almost 
daily rejects property which could be used by political subdivisions other than 
health and education. 


Kindest regards, 
CHARLES H. RUSSELL, 


Governor of Nevada, 


AuaustA, MAINE, February 11, 1955. 
Starr Director, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I give my heartiest endorsement to Congressman McCormack’s bill H. R. 3322. 
Changes recommended in surplus property program would prove most beneficial 


for educational and health programs in our State. 
EpMUND S. MUSKIE, 


Governor of Maine, 


STATE oF West VIRGINIA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Charleston, February 3, 1955. 


Hon. JoHN W. McCorMack, 
Majority Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. McCormack: As Governor of the State of West Virginia I wish to 
express, on behalf of the educational and public-health institutions, our sincere 
appreciation of your advice, counsel, and support in sponsoring legislation to 
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improve the administration of the program for utilization of surplus property 
for the benefit of public health and education. 

The value of this program to our schools and hospitals is inestimable. It 
has the 100-percent support of every school and public health administrator 
in the State. They feel that its underlying philosophy is sound, since under its 
operation property surplus to the needs of our Government is returned to and 
utilized by the original purchaser—the taxpayer. 

In view of shrinking sources of taxation and the increasing demands in other 
fields of Government responsibility, such as welfare and roads, it is difficult to 
overestimate the boon this program is to the schools and public-health institu- 
tions of our State. 

It is our sincere hope that pending legislation to improve and expand the 
program will receive the wholehearted support of every member of your honor- 
able body. 

Thanking you for your active interest and continued support of the program, I 
am, 

Sincerely, 
WiLi1aAM C. MARLAND, Governor. 


Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, could I have consent to introduce 
in the record a letter from the superintendent of public instruction of 
the State of California? 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The document referred to follows: ) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Sacramento, October 25, 1954. 
Hon. GLENarD P. LipscoMr, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Lipscoms: This letter is being written concerning the problem 
which is affecting the State of California in connection with section 203 (j) 
of Public Law 152, as amended, which provides for the donation of personal 
property, which is surplus to the needs of the Federal Government, to educa- 
tional and health institutions before it is placed on sale. 

On February 1, 1954, the Department of Defense issued Regulation No. 7420.1 
which sets up stock-fund accounts and provides that the property assigned to 
the stock-fund accounts must be sold in order that the accounts be reimbursed. 
The regulation further states that such property cannot be donated. This regu- 
lation is directly in conflict with section 203 (j) of Public Law 152. 

Regulation No. 7420.1 was first applied to the Quartermaster Corps of the 
Army at the depot level, and since that time, it has been extended to the Medical 
Corps, the Engineer Corps, the Signal Corps and to the Navy. It is the inten- 
tion of the Department of Defense to eventually extend this regulation to all 
branches of the military service. 

Section 405 of the National Security Act, as amended, authorizes the Secre- 
tary of Defense to require the establishment of working capital fund in the 
Department of Defense for the purpose of financing inventory of such stores, 
supplies, materials, and equipment as they may designate. Research which has 
been done in reviewing the hearings of this act makes no mention that property 
which is surplus to the needs of the Department of Defense cannot be donated. 

During the past several months working with the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, attempts have been made to have this regulation 
amended so that stock-fund property, which is usable and needed by Health 
and Education, may continue to be donated. As of this date, these attempts 
have been unsuccessful. 

The stock-fund regulation is seriously affecting the donation program in Cali- 
fornia, and over a period of the next several months, unless this regulation is 
amended, will greatly curtail this program. As an example of what is happen- 
ing, attached is a catalog announcing a sale of surplus property to be held in 
Stockton, Calif., on October 25 and 26. Checked off in red pencil are items of 
equipment and supplies which are badly needed by schools, colleges, and uni- 
versities and public health institutions in California. None of this property is 
available under the donation program as it has been classified as stock-fund 
property and must be sold. 
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Schools, colleges, and public health institutions in California on July 1, 1946, 
through June 30, 1954, have received personal property through the donation 
program totaling $90,533,902. I am sure you realize due to the unprecedented 
increase of school population in California during the past several years that 
the property received through the donation program has been of an inestimable 
value. Furthermore, there is still a continuing need for property. 

It is our interpretation that it was the intent of Congress through Public Law 
152 to provide for donation to Health and Education of those properties that 
were surplus to Federal Government needs. Regulation No. 7420.1 places limi- 
tation on the donation program and withholds from Health and Education large 
amounts of needed property. We further feel that an amendment of Regula- 
tion No. 7420.1 would be consistent with congressional intent and urge your 
attention to the achievement of such an amendment. Any efforts on your part 
to this end will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roy E. SIMPson. 


~ Mr. McCormack. Mr. Barry, are you ready to testify now? 

Mr. Youncer (Member of the House of Representatives from the 
Ninth Congressional District of the State of California). Mr. Chair- 
man, may I have the privilege of inserting into the record three letters? 

Mr. McCormack. i would be very happy to. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


MENLO PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Menlo Park, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. YouNnGER: The board of education of this district urges your support 
of H. R. 3322 which will continue the surplus property program. 

We are firmly convinced that this program has been of inestimable value to 
public education. It appears logical to us that surplus property having been 
paid for by the taxpayer should be returned for use by the taxpayer through the 
taxpayer’s most representative public agency—the public schools. 

Your favorable consideration of this legislation will be appreciated. 

Very sincerely yours, 
BoarpD OF EDUCATION, 
MELVILLE J. HOMFELD, 
Secretary to the Board. 


SerrRA Hicn ScHOOL, 
San Matco, Calif., February 10, 1955. 
Hon. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. YouncerR: I understand that Mr. McCormack, Congressman from 
Massachusetts, introduced H. R. 3322 and Senator McClellan of Arkansas in- 
troduced 8S. 1004, an identical bill. I believe these have to do with the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, Public Law 152. 

In the past I have been able to purchase goods available only to schools at a 
great saving from the State educational agency for surplus property. As a 
school administrator I am most anxious to be able to do so in the future. May I 
enlist your aid to see that this practice continues? 

We expect to enter our new school next September. I am enclosing an artist’s 
picture of what it should look like when finished. 

Sincerely, 


Rev. Epwarp R. ALLEN, Principal. 
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MENLO SCHOOL AND COLLEGE, 
Menlo Park, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN: I refer to my letter of November 1, 1954, to President 
Eisenhower and to your letter to me of November 8, 1954, dealing with the 
matter of Department of Defense program of stock funds. 

It has now come to our attention that there have now been introduced S. 1004 
and H. R. 3322, both aimed at the objective of improving the administration of 
the program for the utilization of surplus propery for educational and public 
health purposes by amending Public Law No. 152 of 1949. 

For the reasons expressed in my letter of November 1 to President Eisenhower, 
I ask on behalf of Menlo School and Menlo College that you support this new 
legislation. The need of both the private and public educational institutions of 
the Nation for property deemed to be surplus to the needs of the Department 
of Defense is well established, and I feel sure you will agree that this legislation 
warrants your active support. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM E. Krartt, President. 

Mr. Moss (presiding). Mr. Barry, would you give your name and 
whom you represent ? 


STATEMENT OF L. K. BARRY, DIRECTOR, TEXAS SURPLUS 
PROPERTY AGENCY 


Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

My name is L. K. Barry. I am director of the Texas Surplus Prop- 
erty Agency, and have been for the past 8 years. 

I am president and also chairman of the National Association of 
State Agencies for Surplus Property, which has 51 members in the 
various States and Territories. 

I have prepared a statement in writing here to keep me from getting 
off the track, but before I get into that, I would like to clarify one 
point that Mr. Jonas brought up, and that is about the damage that 
the stock-funding regulation and the mandatory sales thereunder are 
doing to the program. 

Now, initially the stock-funding concept extended to the depots 
only, of which we have, for instance, two in Texas, but at the same 
time we have some very large military installations, so we have been 
continuing to get a lot of property. 

Now, the stock-funding concept is extending to posts, camps, and 
stations, and it is merely a matter of months, and perhaps a few 
short months, until the stock-funding concept and the mandatory 
sales thereunder will practically close down the program for all 
intents and purposes. It is a creeping paralysis, and we have begun 
to feel the very serious effect of it in Texas, although we are still 
getting a lot of property. 

First, I want to submit for the record a statement from the National 
Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property as to the need 
for amending sections 203 (j) and (k) of Public Law 152, 81st 
Congress. 





aan 
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Mr. Moss. If there is no objection, the statement will be inserted 
in the record. 


(The prepared statement and letter dated February 14, 1955, 
follow :) 


STATEMENT FROM THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, STATE AGENCIES FOR SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 


INTRODUCTION 


Since the enactment of sections 203 (j) and (k) of Public Law 152, 81st 
Congress, approved June 30, 1949 (63 Stat. 377, as amended), there have been 
no basic changes affecting the transfer of Federal surplus personal or real 
property to eligible educational institutions or surplus real property to health 
institutions. Section 4 of Public Law 754, 81st Congress, approved September 
5, 1950 (64 Stat. 578, as amended), changed section 203 (j) of the organic 
act by providing for the transfer of surplus personal property to public health 
institutions. 

State agencies administering the program resulting from these acts note 
that various Federal departments and agencies, apparently basing their action 
upon their own interpretations of the amended organic act and/or other statutes, 
have, from time to time, established policies and issued regulations and directives 
which have reduced the flow or stopped the transfer of certain classes and 
types of surplus property to educational and health institutions. An example 
of such conflicting directive is 7420.1 by the Department of Defense, February 
1, 1954, directing that stock fund surplus property be sold to supplement funds 
appropriated by Congress. Under this directive surplus property in, or trans- 
ferred to, stock fund accounts is not available for distribution to these 
institutions. 

The United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, interpreting 
amended Public Law 152 as giving the Department authority to enforce remedial 
action or so-called compliance responsibilities on personal property for a period 
of 4 vears from date of acceptance by the transferee, has issued regulations 
which impose upon the Federal, State, and the local institution costly and im- 
practical restrictions. Since the enforcement of compliance was assigned by 
law to the Department only in respect to real property, the legality of its 
application to personal property seems questionable. Undue emphasis on cer- 
tain facets of compliance activities increases the administrative and financial 
burdens of Federal and State agencies, reduces the number of organizations 
interested in accepting property under these conditions. and decreases the 
public benefits that accrue from using such property. 

The impact resulting from these conditions reduces, redirects, and deempha- 
sizes further ultilization of surplus property by educational and health insti- 
tutions. It is believed that some changes in this act are necessary to stabilize 
the program, avoid contradictory policies, rules, regulations, and directives, 
and clarify the intent of Congress. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


After being associated with the surplus-property program for 9 years, the 
member States of the National Association of State Agencies for Surplus Prop- 
erty believe the following recommendations should be considered by the Congress 
and that amended Public Law 152 should be further amended so— 

1. That the intent of Congress be clarified by specifically stating in an 
appropriate section of this act that all property no longer needed for Federal 
utilization be made available to meet educational and public-health needs 
prior to disposal by any other means; 

2. That provision be made in this act for a joint Federal-State “coopera- 
tive agreement” section; such section permitting the several States to have 
equal authority with the appropriate Federal agency in the administration 
and operation of the program which makes real and personal property 
available to education and health; and 

3. That clear title to personal property and to off-site real property, trans- 
ferred to education and public health under this act, and all prior acts, 
shall pass when the eligible institution takes possession of the property and 
places it in use. 
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JUSTIFICATIONS 


Since it is evident that Congress apparently intended, by the wording of 
section 203 (j) and (k), and substantiated again in Public Law 754, amending 
section (j), that all property surplus to the needs of the Federal Government be 
made available for further utilization by educational and health institutions 
prior to disposal by any other means, it seems logical that Congress should 
clarify its intentions. 

Proper language in section 2 would prevent misinterpretations and Federal 
departments and agencies would avoid issuing policies, rules, regulations, and 
directives which deprive institutions of the public benefits apparently intended 
by the Congress. 

State agencies are now required to sign various instruments of conveyance 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare which holds them respon- 
sible for inspecting, screening, transporting, receiving, accounting for, holding, 
maintaining, distributing, and carrying out compliance functions on personal 
property and which requires them to prosecute to completion remedial actions 
for certain classifications of off-site real property. It is impossible for States 
to amend their laws to keep pace with the appearance of new or revised 
instruments. 

The Department interprets this act as exclusively and independently direct- 
ing them: (a) to make available to local institutions on-site real property and 
(b) to reform, correct, or amend any breach committed by an institution now in 
the possession of this type of property. 

Efficiency and economy in any program result from experience based on a 
practical approach. The responsibilities of the State agencies should be: (a) 
determining which educational and health institutions are eligible; (b) inspect- 
ing, screening, and approving for transfer real and personal property for the 
purpose of determining whether such property is needed and usable by eligible 
institutions; (c) to effect, after Federal allocation, and due notice on real prop- 
erty, transfer of real property and intrastate redistribution of personal property 
at the lowest possible cost; (d) periodically inspect, report on, and assist in 
the correction of breaches on land contracts; and (e) to require that all prop- 
erty be used in education and health programs. 

The responsibilities of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
should include: (a) maintaining liaison with all Federal departments and 
agencies to assure that all property is made available for screening; (b) co- 
operating with State agencies in determining what is usable and necessary; (c) 
assigning necessary personnel to assist in screening at points of large concentra- 
tion of property; (d) allocating available property to effect a fair and equitable 
distribution among States; (e) reviewing operation of the program in all States; 
and (f) passing on questionable cases of eligibility when requested by State 
agencies. 

Section 203 (j) and (k) should be reworded or rewritten in order to: (a) 
delineate these responsibilities, (b) avoid jurisdictional disputes, and (c) pro- 
mote efficiency and economy in the administration of the program. 

During the past 10 to 12 years there have been some 12 to 15 laws, and various 
rules or regulations implementing these laws, under which educational and 
health institutions have acquired surplus property. Few of these laws, rules, 
or regulations impose the same restrictions, if any, on title to surplus property. 
Institutions acquired unknown quantities of personal property through channels 
and from sources other than State agencies or the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare or its predecessor in function. Incomplete records covering 
these acquisitions make it impractical, and in some cases, impossible to deter- 
mine title status. Endless confusion and misundertandings relative to this 
problem can only be rectified by the Congress now granting clear title to the 
institutions using this type of property. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare administratively deter- 
mines that title to personal property remain encumbered after acceptance by 
an institution; and further provides, that clear title does not pass unless the 
transferee makes use of the property for a period of 4 years from date of accept- 
ance. The term “use” has never been defined. These provisos impose functions 
of doubtful legality on State agencies; cloud title on personal property trans- 
ferred to educational and health institutions; and create administrative prob- 
lems which are uneconomical and impractical. The Department has been spend- 
ing a considerable percentage of their annual appropriations for compliance on 
personal property and are not furnishing the prime services authorized and 
directed by the Congress in this act. 
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To State representatives who live daily with the program, it is evident that 
these and related acts have produced consequences independent of the design 
or will of the Congress. Congress should include specific provisions in this act 
which will establish the fact that no attendant compliance, remedial or other 
similar actions were contemplated for personal property accepted by institutions. 

Clouded title has resulted from various departments and agencies issuing 
rules and regulations under which real property has been transferred for off- 
site use. This results from agencies becoming extinct and having their title- 
clearance functions transferred, consolidated, diminished, or redelegated to new 
or going agencies. New agencies are frequently constituted and such new or 
going agencies are, by law, executive order, or redelegation of authority, granted 
or denied title-clearance functions which were not in the organic act establishing 
the original agency. Asa result of these and other conditions there are instances 
where Federal departments or agencies do not agree on title status. 

When transferred to educational and health institutions, attendant restrictions 
ultimately requiring compliance on structures and appendants, originally erected 
as temporary facilities, often extend over a 10-year period but, if sold, clear title 
immediately passes. Clear title to structures and appendants, when such prop- 
erty is transferred, and put to the use for which acquired, would enable institu- 
tions to plan and project their respective programs on sound and practical ad- 
ministrative and operational bases. A dismantled building is prima facie evi- 
dence that the material will be used: (a) for the erection of new buildings; 
(b) for parts which will be consumed in making repairs or additions to existing 
structures; or (c) in training programs in which the parts will be consumed. 
When accepted and put to use by an institution, clear title to this type of real 
property should immediately pass. 


CONCLUSION 


The member States of the National Association of State Agencies for Surplus 
Property, after a thorough and realistic study of these problems, approves and 
presents herewith specific and vital recommendations which, if enacted into 
law, will alleviate some of the present weaknesses and inconsistencies and effec- 
tuate a closer coordination of all agencies which will result in inestimable public 
benefits accruing to the United States from this method of further utilization of 
Federal surplus property. 

It is respectfully requested that these recommendations be given full con- 
sideration. 


TExAS SURPLUS PROPERTY AGENCY, 
February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee of House Committee on Government 
Operations for the Donable Surplus Program, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. McCormack: The Texas Surplus Property Agency respectfully sub- 
mits the following statements to your special subcommittee for consideration in 
connection with the hearing on H. R. 3322. 

The program for the utilization of Government surplus personal and real 
property has been of inestimable value to the eligible educational and public- 
health institutions in Texas. 

Several of our institutions came into being as a direct result of acquiring a 
surplus Government military reservation with buildings and installed equipment. 
These institutions would never have been established had these sites and build- 
ings not been made available to them. None of these institutions are of the fly-by- 
night type; all are permanently established and fully accredited. Examples are: 
Ihe University of Corpus Christi, the LeTourneau Technical Institute, the 
Maverick County Vocational School, and the East Texas State Tuberculosis 
Sanitorium. 

Many of our colleges and universities are using surplus land and buildings 
for veteran-student housing projects, experimental farms, or research centers. 
Largest and most important of these is the University of Texas’ off-campus 
research center which is on a formerly Government-owned magnesium plant. 
Among the research projects being carried on at this center are 26 contract 
projects for the Department of Defense. 
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Hundreds of educational institutions of all types in Texas are still using 
surplus buildiugs for academic classrooms, vocational shops, bandrooms, cafe- 
terias, gymnasiums, athletic field houses, warehouses, or bus garages. 

The requests on file with this agency for additional surplus buildings consid- 
erably outnumber the surplus buildings we anticipate having available in the 
future. 

Texas institutions have acquired and utilized surplus real property having an 
acquisition cost value in excess of $120 million. 

Almost every eligible institution in Texas has been benefited to some degree 
by the utilization of Government surplus personal property. In many instances, 
the allocation of surplus personal property to a school has enabled it to add a 
completely new vocational or commercial course to the curriculum. On the 
whole, however, the $36 million worth of surplus personal property available to 
Texas institutions has only been sufficient to supplement, rather than to estab- 
lish, new courses. 

Texas is one of the States whose population is increasing rapidly. Our school 
enrollment is increasing even more rapidly, proportionately, than is the popula- 
tion, due to the fact that more and more youngsters above the compulsory school 
age are remaining in school. Nearly every school and hospital in Texas, both 
tax-supported and nonprofit is now adding permanent buildings and increasing 
other facilities but these increased buildings and facilities will still be inadequate 
to meet demands. The school tax rate and the bonded indebtedness of most of 
our public school districts has long been the maximum permitted by State law. 
These institutions simply do not have the funds with which to purchase (at any 
price) those needed additional items which can be supplied by the surplus prop- 
erty utilization program. 

The long and severe drought in Texas has made it necessary that our institu- 
tions curtail rather than expand their budgets. 

Quite recently, there has arisen in Texas, as elsewhere, a new and unique 
educational program that should be of tremendous import to the Department 
of Defense, as well as to all the citizenry of this country. 

Several high schools within reasonable distance of a fairly well-equipped and 
centrally located school have formed a sort of science research club for the 
purpose of offering to youngsters of exceptional ability, an opportunity to go 
much further into the study of the sciences, including mathematics, then can be 
offered in the regular high-school course. The motive behind this science-club 
movement is to guide and develop our most brilliant students into that field of 
work where they can render the greatest public service and contribute toward 
scientific research connected with national defense. 

No tax funds are or can be made available for carrying on this work. Teach- 
ers who have taken the lead in this project in Texas have told me that they will 
have to look to the surplus property utilization program to supply the equipment 
needed. 

During the past 12 months, eligible Texas institutions have received more 
surplus personal property than during any comparable period since 1946. During 
the last 12 months, Department of Defense stock fund sales have denied to these 
institutions more of the best quality and most-needed property than has ever 
been received in a 12-month period. 

Some of the most disturbing examples of the sale of stock-funded surplus in 
Texas that is obviously badly needed by our schools and hospitals are: Over a 
hundred sets, each, of new or good-as-new carpenter’s tools, office repairman’s 
tools, 100 new mechanics’ vises, and many miscellaneous lots of handtools. 
Other equipment sold as stock fund surplus was: 119 reach-in type refrigerators. 
cafeteria and kitchen equipment (tons of it), office machines of all types, office 
and classroom furniture, tarpaulins, and dormitory furniture. 

As stock funding and sales of surplus as stock fund surplus extend on dow: 
from depots to the posts, camps, and stations, as it is now rapidly doing, practi- 
cally all usable items except scrap and salvage—and that is sometimes utilized— 
will be denied our educational and public-health institutions by the Department 
of Defense. 

Unless H. R. 3322 is enacted into law, it will be only a matter of a few months 
until the flow of reasonably good donable surplus in Texas decreases to a point 
where the utilization program will have to close down. 

Admiration for and belief in our uilization program is not confined to educators 
and public-health men in Texas. Through the years, I have had many occasions 
to explain the program to merchants, bankers, and other professional men. 
Many were skeptical about the program until they understood its purpose and 
its accomplishments, after which they invariably expressed the opinion that 
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this method for utilizing Government surplus was the most intelligent and 
beneficial way of disposing of surplus. 

The most imporant provision of H. R. 3322 is that it will make more and 
better surplus available for utilization by educational and health institutions. 
Other provisions of that bill are also of great importance, however, in that they 
will stabilize the program and enable the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and the State agencies to cooperate in some intelligent long-range 
planning for a more economical and efficient administration of the program. 

The more than 38,000 eligible educational and public-health institutions in Texas, 
through the Texas Surplus Property Agency which serves them, earnestly solicit 
your subcommittee’s favorable action on H. R. 3322 

Sincerely and respectfully submitted. 

L. K. Barry, Director. 


Mr. Barry. This is the result of our 2 years of study for the need 
for this legislation. 

I would attempt now to confine my remarks to the present bill and 
why we think it is necessary. These statements to the committee are 
made on behalf of the National Association of State Agencies for 
Surplus Property, composed of the 51 State and Territorial agencies. 

These agencies heartily endorse H. R. 3322 and urgently recommend 
this committee’s favorable action in reporting the bill to the House. 

Hundreds of school and hospital administrators throughout the 
United States have expressed to us their willingness to appear before 
this committee and testify in support of H. R. 3322 and to urge its 
speedy passage. 

However, in view of the fact that the public benefits of this program 
are now so well-established and so widely recognized, and in view of 
the great demand upon the time of the entlemen of this committee, 
we have asked these representatives of eligible institutions to forego 
the expense and loss of time for their work that a personal appearance 
before the committee would necessitate, and that a select few of them 
notify this committee of their endorsement of the bill by letters or 
by telegrams. 

The State agencies believe that H. R. 3322 will accomplish the 
following highly desirable improvements in the program for the 
utilization of varptie real and personal property: 

First, it makes clear the intent of Congress that all property, sur- 
oer to the needs of the Federal Government, that is usable and needed 

y educational and public health institutions be transferred at no cost 
prior to melon by other means. Clarification of the intent of Con- 
gress is made necessary because certain high echelon officials of Fed- 
eral agencies and departments have repeatedly advised hundreds of 
our schools and hospitals in writing that Congress never intended that 
surplus of any appreciable monetary value be made available to them. 

Second, this bill includes a much-needed provision that specifically 
authorizes what commonsense and practical administration of the 
ogram has long caused to be the actual practice, namely, that the 

ederal agencies enter into cooperative agreements with the State 
agencies to carry on the program. 

A few examples of the authority that the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare should, by law, be empowered to delegate 
to the State agencies are— 

(a) A determination of which institutions in the State are 
eligible to participate in the program—the definition of a school 
or a hospital in different States varies: 
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(6) A determination of what is needed and usable by educa- 
tional and health institutions within a State; 

(c) The actual inspection and the screening of surplus at the 
Federal installations; and 

(d) A distribution of available surplus to the eligible institu- 
tions within the State. 

I repeat, those are functions that we think ought to be functions of 
the State agencies. 

The third thing— 

Mr. Moss. You feel those should be functions of the State agency’ 
under regulations carefully drawn by the Department? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir; and, in fact, that is the way we are doing it 
now. 

The third beneficial part of H. R. 3322 is that it will eliminate the 
confusion, duplication, and costly waste of time and money by State 
and Federal agencies in connection with the attempts to enforce the 
many vague and conflicting restrictions to the title of surplus property 
acquired under some dozen or more former laws and daaldtind imple- 
menting these laws. 

Prior to the passage of Public Law 152, 81st Congress, in 1949, there 
was at one time as many as 4 or 5 laws and regulations in effect at the 
same time, under which eligible institutions acquired surplus. 

In a great many cases this surplus was not acquired through the 
State agencies or even through the predecessor agency to the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. Records of these trans- 
fers have been lost, destroyed, or never existed either at the State or 
at Federal levels. 

Until Public Law 152 was passed, institutions did acquire some sur- 
plus for which they had no need and for which they made no request. 
Also, they practically had forced upon them far more of certain usable 
items than they had need for. 

Many college presidents and other responsible educational and 
health administrators have explained how when they sent a truck, 
for instance, to an installation to pick up a grinder, the truck came 
back with a grinder and a large amount of spare parts for automobiles, 
or even telephone insulators, without the truck driver even signing a 
receipt. 

Ihave here with mea copy of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, section 600 of its Surplus Property Operation Manual 
which lists some 7 or more of these different laws and regulations, and 
which delineates under what conditions title passed to the institu- 
tions acquiring the surplus. 

It is our belief that every restriction on title cited in section 600 was 
placed thereon by regulation of the War Assets Administration, some 
of which has been held by Federal court to be illegal, the old Federal 
Security Agency, or some other Federal agency, rather than by the 
Congress. 

Certainly, in some cases, the restrictions on title have no basis what- 
ever in the law itself. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’s regulation 
that surplus transfers to eligible institutions under the present Public 
Law 152 must be used for a period of 4 years before title is relinquished 
by the Government is a good example of what I have reference to. 
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If the committee cares to take the time; I will summarize the 
so-called compliance regulations laid down by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, section 600 of its operations manual. 
T have that here, and I have notes on it. 

I do not know whether it is worthwhile to go into that and mention 
the different things or not; it is purely up to the committee. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Jonas and Mr. Dawson, would it be helpful for you 
to have it summarized ? 

Mr. McCormack. I would not like to take the time of the committee, 
unless the members want it. 

Mr. Jonas. They are now out of date. 

Mr. Barry. No, sir. Most of our compliance problems are con- 
cerned, even at this date, with property acquired under those dozen 
or more laws and regulations that were in effect prior to the passage 
of Public Law 152 in 1949. 

Public Law 152 is the law under which the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, for instance, inherited, or thinks it inherited 
the responsibility for checking on compliance with all the property 
acquired from War Assets Administration. 

Mr. Moss. About how long would it take you to summarize it ? 

Mr. Barry. Probably 5 minutes or so. 

Mr. Moss. Go ahead, then; I think it would be helpful to the com- 
mittee. 

Do you have this summary in writing, too? 

Mr. Barry. No, sir. 

Prior to July 1948, property was acquired primarily and almost 
exclusively from the military. 

In the case of the Army and the Army Air Force, it was acquired 
under their War Department procurement regulation 7, paragraph 
316, and from the Navy, the Navy’s procurement regulation and direc- 
tive No.1. That was an outright donation for educational use. 

Now, the compliance requirements are these: That property trans- 
ferred under these regulations, which has been placed in sienation use 
is not subject to redisposal restrictions, which means that if it is used, 
why, title passes. If it is not used, title does not pass, and the Govern- 
ment still has an interest in it, even after some years. How long it 
has to be used is not specified. One day would presumably be 
sufficient. 

Now, we have those regulations abolished or made obsolete when 
Public Law 889, 80th Congress, was passed in July 1948. It was effec- 
tive for 1 year from July 1948 to July 1949, at which time it was su- 
perseded by Public Law 152. 

Now, under the provisions of Public Law 889, again we have that 
mere use of the property, with no time specified, passed the title, 
and incidentally, of course, the term “use” is not defined. The use 
of a big power machine, for instance, in the University of Texas, 
where the mechanical engineering students are merely using the 
machine to sketch and describe and study its mechanical principles, 
is actually quite different from the use that would be required by 
vocational schools that are training mechanics. 

In this same line here with the military donations, of course, next 
would come Public Law 152, under which the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare has issued regulations that property must 
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be used for a period of 4 years before title passes to the institution. 

The Surplus Property Act of 1944, which established the War As- 
sets Administration, and empowered them to make numerous regula- 
tions for the disposal of property, out of that grew three regula- 
tions, I believe, that had to do with and which affected acquisition of 
Government surplus by schools at educational discount purchase or 
by donation. 

Under their so-called regulation 14, the War Assets Administra- 
tion regulation provided that personal property acquired by dis- 
count purchase under the provisions of the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944, and so on, and which was utilized by the acquiring institution, 
may be disposed of without the consent of the (then) Federal Secu- 
rity Agency, provided the terms for period of use of that agreement 
under which they acquired it are met. 

Now, that period, of use was changed three times under this one 
regulation; for a while WAA required that this property be used 
for a period of 1 year. Later they required that the property be used 
for a period of 3 years, and finally on June 17, 1948, the regulation 
required that property acquired after that time be utilized for 4 years. 

The War Assets Administration regulation 19, under which they 
donated certain property, provided that the title passed after the 
property was used for the length of time prescribed in the agree- 
ment, which time varied with different cases. 

One of the most confusing of all the regulations is known as War 
Assets Regulation No. 4, which provided for the disposal of aircraft 
and electronic equipment only. That was a special regulation deal- 
ing with those two things only; and under those regulations, aircraft 
or electronics bought at discount from the War Assets Administra- 
tion, acquiring institutions had to get permission from the War Assets 
Administration to dispose of such property until 3 years had passed. 
After 3 years the institution could dispose of the property without 
getting authority from the WAA;; but in any case, according to the 
agreement that institutions were supposed to have signed, they had to 
reduce electronics and airplanes, regardless of how valuable they 
might be, to scrap, so that there was no possible chance of flying an 
airplane, and so on. 

Mr. Moss. Well, Mr. Barry, are they the current regulations? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir; they are in effect now. 

Mr. Moss. You still have property in each of these categories gov- 
erned by each of these regulations ? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare is right now concentrating on this particular regula- 
tion that I just mentioned, known as “reg” 4; they have two suits 
against the schools in court about disposal of airplanes. One lawsuit 
is in California and one is in Michigan. One has been decided one wa 
by the Federal court, and the other one has been decided the other 
way. The California Federal judges decided 

Mr. Moss. I think we had the famous Finn brothers. 

Mr. Barry. That is the one that has been decided in favor of the 
school; the one in Michigan was the reverse. The circumstances in 
both cases were almost identical, even as to the time of acquisition, 
length of use, and time and method of disposal. 

Now, the crux of this matter is, I say, that during the time that this 
property was being acquired, from the WAA, colleges and schools 

59322—55——4 
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had a rapid turnover in administrative heads and in business mana- 
gers, and in many cases they did not sign the agreements that they 
were supposed to have signed to get this property. Consequently, 
there is no evidence of acquisition to be found. It 1s not unusual for 
any State agency director to get three or four or five letters a day 
from schools saying, “We have such and such a thing here in its 
original crate,” or “it has been here ever since I came here,” and 
“nobody knows where we got it. We know it is surplus property, 
but we do not know under what authority it was acquired.” 

Sometimes, because of my long service in this program, I suggest 
that the school administrator look up a retired janitor and find out 
when the school got the property; whether it came from Utah or Ala- 
bama; with any of that information as a clue, I can usually determine 
under which law or regulation the surplus was acquired, what restric- 
tions to title are applicable, and then start complying with the redtape 
connected with getting the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare’s authorization for disposal. 

Incidentally, if it is held that the Government still has title to the 
property, and that is almost always the case when it has not been 
used, then the schools have to go to the trouble of conducting a 
public bid sale, under practically the same terms and conditions that 
the Federal Government uses. ‘This is quite a lot of trouble to them, 
and they wind up by getting less for the property than the cost of the 
sale. 

There is one other regulation listed here that I forgot to mention; it 
is probably the most ridiculous of all. 

Public Law 697, 79th Congress, was a law enacted to aid institutions, 
primarily colleges and vocational schools, in connection with the 
great influx of veterans under the GI bill of rights. Under that law, 
the Federal Works Agency set up a donation program which was for 
veterans’ education of all types. 

The school filed a list of the equipment that was needed ; this list 

yas supposedly approved by a field representative of the United 
States Office of Education who was stationed at each headquarters 
office of the Federal Public Works Agency. The list of needs with 
the approval by the USOE was known as an approved finding of 
needs. 

If the man connected with the United States Office of Education 
approved of a finding of need, the donation was made. The property 
was not supposed to be donated if the finding of need was not approved 
by this representative of the USOE. Hundreds of cases actually oc- 
curred where donations were made under this law, or supposedly 
under this law, where no “finding of need” was ever approved. 

Now, I finally ran down in Texas the man who was supposed to 
have approved these findings of need. I told him I was under the 
impression that everything the schools had acquired in Texas under 
Public Law 697 did have an approved finding of need. He denied 
that such was the case and he proceeded to tell me about the case of 
a small college that went over to the FWA warehouse in Waco, Tex., 
to get three or four desks and some other equipment that he had ap- 
proved of. The school’s truck, after making several trips, got 57 
desks instead of the 3 or 4 which had been approved. According to 
the story told me, the FWA warehouseman had talked the college into 
taking these additional desks in the hope that a finding of need would 
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be approved after the donation. Approval was refused but the desks 
were retained by the college. 

Now, there are many such pieces of property all over the United 
States that were donated on that basis. Public Law 697 was the one 
for which compliance was not passed to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare by Public Law 152. 

For some reason or other, the responsibility for checking on com- 
pliance under Public Law 697 rests with General Services Adminis- 
tration. When GSA discovered that, it shed all responsibility by 
coming out with Administrative Order No. 101, which says, in effect, 
that if schools that acquired property under Public Law 697, did so 
with an approved finding of need, the Government has no further 
interest in the property. 

In other words, the schools have title to that property whether or 
not the property has even been used. 

Conversely, if schools acquired property under that law without the 
formality of approved findings of need, and have used the property 
for 15 years, they still do not have title to the property because it was 
actually acquired illegally. 

Those are samples of some of the things we put up with in this 
compliance business. 

We have discussed the matter of compliance innumerable times with 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and among our- 
selves, with little results. We will never get anywhere on this prob- 
lem unless there is a housecleaning on compliance. H. R. 3322 will 
do just that—clean house. 

Mr. Jonas. What is the section that takes care of that? 

Mr. Barry. I think it is the last one. Page 3, line 10, section 5, 

“no restrictions on conditions on the utilization of surplus personal 
property donated or sold at discount.” 

You see, a lot of this property was acquired under what was known 
as educational priority discount purchase. The WAA set a fair 
value on the surplus in their warehouses, and then, depending upon 
the use the school proposed to make of it, WAA sold it to schools at 
various discounts from that fair value; if for actual classroom use, 
they paid 5 percent; in some cases they paid 20 percent; in some cases 
they paid 40. It varied with the use. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not see how this will take care of all those objec- 
tions; do you? 

Mr. Barry. I wish to conclude the remarks 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Barry, Congressman Jonas has a question. 

Mr. Jonas. Are you sure section 4 will take care of all your doubts? 

Mr. Barry. No; of some. 

Mr. Jonas. It only applies to conditions on utilization; it does not 
have any reference to title. 

Mr. Barry. That is what it implies; that is what it means. 

Mr. Jonas. Or excess. 

Mr. Barry. No restrictions on the condition; on the utilization. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, that merely says that you shall place no restric- 
tions or conditions on what the institution does with the property. 

Mr. Barry. That is right; that passes title. Donees would sell it 
theoretically. Weare not proposing that they do that without getting 
their water cut off right quick like. 
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Mr. Jonas. Of course, that is what caused much of the criticism of 
the program, the fact that some institutions did sell the property 
they received; is that not true? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir; and if you read that GAO report that was 
made before Mrs. Harden’s subcommittee, as I recall it, you will find 
they highlightec -ome forty-odd cases. The best, as I can recall now, 
is that there were 3 cases of noncompliance under Public Law 152. 
The GAO gave Texas pretty much of a whitewashing—the 2 cases 
that they did mention had nothing whatever to do with Public Law 
152. 

Mr. Moss. Is there anything further ? 

Mr. Jonas. I did have something further, but it is not my turn, 
unless you want me to go ahead. 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Barry, you have been working on this for a number 
of years? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. And you would say you are an expert on it, if you are 
the head of your organization ? 

Mr. Barry. Well, I have heard some definitions of experts that 
I do not particularly like. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Jonas. Well, you have lived with it, worked with it, and stud- 
ied it? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. Has your association given any consideration to the 
terms of a bill or the possibility that the States may deal directly and 
get this property from the military without going through 2 or 3 
other agencies of the Government? 

Mr. Barry. No, no. 

Mr. Jonas. Why could not the State—I am perfectly willing to 
trust the superintendent of public instruction in any State—why could 
not the States deal directly with the agency that owns this property 
and take it over without going through the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare? 

Mr. Barry. Well, I will just have to be practical about it. If you 
did that in my section of the country, Texas would get it all, or pretty 
much all of it. I have got seven men who do nothing but visit the 
installations to screen and list surplus. 

Under the present circumstances, the other day one of my men called 
me from Fort Worth and said there was a bunch of tarps there in the 
scrap pile, and that he believed some of them were good, but that 
they were so heavy he could not handle them. 

We told him to hire 3 laborers and put it on his expense account, 
and so he pulled out tarps, selected the usable ones, and froze $46,000 
worth. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in Dallas 
proceeded to allocate all of them to Oklahoma. 

In line with the questions you are asking, I will say that Texas has 
been offered property in California many times. California gets more 
property in proportion to its population than it is theoretically en- 
titled to, but we cannot afford to bring it over into Texas. 

Mr. Jonas. Texas has not been hurt by it? 

Mr. Barry. No. 

Mr. Jonas. I see you have got $159 million worth of property. 
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Mr. Barry. That is largely because of the big on-site realty trans- 
fers. We have a number of schools in Texas, and many hospitals that 
are set up wholly lock, stock, and barrel, on a surplus military instal- 
lation, and these are good schools and hospitals. 

Mr. Jonas. You do not think, then, that an arrangement could 
be made which would bypass 2 or 3 other agencies of the Govern- 
ment, and permit the States to have allocated to them on a ratable 
or fair and equitable basis certain parts of this property without 
creating a lot of extra agencies here in Washington to supervise it? 

Mr. Barry. No, sir; there has got to be a referee in this thing, 
for a certainty. 

Now, at one time before the initiation of this program on an 
organized basis, that was attempted by the different Army head- 
quarters, air materiel areas, and naval districts. It was a failure. 

But as far as the donating installations are concerned—say, Fort 
Sam Houston, or something like that—the personnel there, including 
the disposal officer, insist that it is much cheaper for them to donate 
the property than it is to sell it. 

The matter of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’s 
budget for operating this particular program is relatively small in 
proportion to the benefits that accrue to our educational and health 
institutions. The $400,000 that they spend in giving away several 
million dollars’ worth of property a year is not excessive at all. I 
do not think that we have any other Federal-State program or grant- 
in-aid program that gives the States so much for so little. 

Mr. McCormack. Nor for such a good public cause. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you, sir. 


It was difficult for me to keep quiet a while ago when you were 
asking some questions that I wanted to speak on. 

For instance, the matter of the effect of the stock fund on the 
donation program. We are getting more property—I submitted a 
statement to the chairman—from my own State, and I do not want 
to go into that, but I pointed out that while we have recently been 
oting more property than we have gotten since 1946, we have also 


een losing more and better property than we ever got before. 

It is merely a question of time as stock funding extends down 
to posts, camps, and stations—and it is doing that today—until the 
program will be—there will be such a small trickle of property that 
is worth anything that the States will not be justified in maintaining 
an agency for the purpose of effecting equitable distribution of what 
little sorry property is available. 

Mr. Jonas. Right on that point, if the chairman will permit me, 
I have a statement here by Mr. McNeil, which I would like to have 
you comment on. 

He says that the quarterly breakdown of the reported amount at 
acquisition cost of $60 million of donated surplus material in fiscal 
year 1954 shows an upward trend in each quarter as follows: 

First quarter, $11.5 million; second quarter, $12.1 million; third 
quarter, $17.9 million; fourth quarter, $19.2 million; and he says 
this: 

This trend continued in the first quarter of fisca) 1955 in which $29.4 million 
of surplus material was donated. It would appear that the Department of 


Defense policy is not having the harmful effect on the availability of surplus 
property for the donation program as has been contended. 
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Mr. Barry. It would have been much more to the point if Mr. 
McNeil had shown how much property that was useful and necessary 
for health and education had been lost during those periods. 

Mr. Jonas. What do you mean by lost? 

Mr. Barry. Sir? 

Mr. Jonas. What do you mean by lost? 

Mr. Barry. Sold under the stock-fund regulations and denied 
donation. 

Those of us who have a big enough operation to hire men to go 
around and look at this property are more aware of our losses 
through stock-fund sales than are some of the other States. Some 
States do not even have a military depot located in them, conse- 
quently, such States only know by hearsay whether they are losing 
any property or not—and that property so lost to them is that which 
should ftow in from depots in other States. 

My men have been sending in to me lists of stock-fund sales, indi- 
cating what we have been losing. In many cases my men have been 
finding out after the sale what the Government got for the property, 
and reporting those figures to me. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, in your investigation have you discovered that 
this trend does exist, that I have indicated; or do you deny that it 
exists ¢ 

Mr. Barry. No, I do not deny that it existed at that time. 

Mr. Jonas. This is fiscal year 1955, the first quarter which was just 
ended last fall. 

Mr. Barry. It is my understanding that the people best qualified 
to speak on statistics are the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare; they have the figures. 

As to the Department of Defense statistics, of course, they are not 
available to me, except those in that letter, of which I have probably 
seven or eight hundred copies. ‘There is one thing that I have 
tried to bring out all along, and that is that the percentage of dona- 
tions to the overall disposal has been decreasing. 

Now, Mr. Frazier, or some other member of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare can give you, I think, all the statis- 
tics that you want on this situation. My impression is, I believe— 
is it not right, Mr. Frazier—that the tendency is now downward. 

Mr. Frazier. That is right. 

Mr. Barry. And it will continue to drop off until within the course 
of a few months it will be practically nothing. 

You see, we are still getting 

Mr. Jonas. Do you have any figures later than the first quarter? 

Mr. Barry. I think the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare may have them by the month. 

Mr. Jonas. What do the figures show for the second quarter— 
October, November, and December ? 

Mr. Frazier. They average right around $10 million a month. 
But one trouble is that there is some water in these figures that we 
have not been able to deduct because there have been a number of al- 
locations and donations approved and included in our records, and 
then later on canceled by the holding agency because that particular 
property has now become encompassed in the stock-fund account, so 
we cannot quote accurate figures. No one can, because they have not 


been compiled. 
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But the last 3 months have been averaging just about $10 million 
a month. 

Mr. Barry. I have a note here that says in regions 9 and 10— 
now, that is the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare re- 
gions, which is the Western States—California and neighbors—the 
amount of property dropped from $3 million in December of 1954 
to $1 million in January of 1955, due to stock-fund sales. 

That is an area where there is a great deal of surplus, but it is 
also an area of huge depots and, consequently, great amounts of 
stock-fund property. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, can you say that the stock-fund arrangement was 
the sole contributing factor to that drop ? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. Then you would say that the items the State continued 
to need were not in existence or had been exhausted, would you not? 

Mr. Barry. No. Those—— 

Mr. Jonas. That would follow, would it not? 

Mr. Barry. Those items that have been issued from depots to the 
post, camps, and stations and have there become surplus have been 
available to us until the present time, approximately. 

Mr. Jonas. But if we still have billions of dollars worth of this 
property, the fact that we have disposed of some of it through the 
stock plan 

Mr. Barry. It will all be disposed of through the stock-fund plan 
in the near future, or practically all of it; that is the point I am 
trying to make. You see, only the depots have been selling stock- 
fund property. In Texas, for instance, Fort Sam Houston is a very 
big installation; Fort Bliss in El] Paso: Kelly Air Force Base, these 
are some of the biggest in the United States. These have not stock- 
funded up until—well, when I left home they were beginning to— 
but they willdoso. They are doing it just as rapidly as they can. 

Mr. Jonas. One other question. 

Mr. Barry. And stock-funded items are the common-use items 
which our institutions need. Our institutions will have little need or 
= or the millions of dollars of surplus generated outside stock 

unds. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, it is not reflected in the figures that we have had 
here today. 

Mr. Barry. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. That that result is taking place, I mean. 

Mr. Barry. If we got—and we did get—I am sure, all of that prop- 
erty and all of the stock-fund surplus that we have lost, we still would 
not be able to satisfy the needs of these institutions by any manner of 
means, 

_Mr. Moss. They would be related to the figures mentioned by Mr. 
Jonas if you related the total amount acquired by the States for their 
schools to the total amount disposed of by the Department, would 
they not? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You are getting a lesser share—— 

Mr. Barry. That is right. 

Mr. Moss (continuing). Of the total than you were before. 

Mr. Barry. That is right; we are getting a lesser share of the total. 

Mr. Moss. Are there other questions? 
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Mr. Barry. I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to 
appear before them in behalf of the national association, and reiter- 
ate that we heartily endorse this bill; that every day that its passage 
is delayed, our health and educational institutions in the country are 
losing literally thousands of dollars’ worth of usable property that 
they need and that they cannot afford to buy. 

Mr. Moss. I understand that Mr. Nolan from the State of Massa- 
chusetts is present. Do you have any statement you would like to 
make at this time, Mr. Nolan? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. NOLAN, STATE SUPERVISOR, STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, VOCATIONAL DIVISION, MASSA- 
CHUSETTS 


Mr. Nouan. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would. I have a prepared state- 
ment here that I made for the purposes of saving time, and rather than 
repeat what is already in the statement, I request that it become a 
matter of record, so that there will be an opportunity for it to be 
read by the committee. 

Mr. McCormack. You are Robert F. Nolan ? 

Mr. Nouan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. What is your position in Massachusetts, for the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Noran. I am supervisor in the State department of education, 
and have been asigned by the Governor to represent the State at this 
hearing and report his interest in support of the bill, and also the 
interests of the schools and hospitals in the State and their support 
and interest of this bill. 

Mr. McCormack. How long have you been in this particular 
position ? 

Mr. Notan. I have been employed by the State department of educa- 
tion for over 18 years in an administrative capacity, the last 9 years 
of which I have had as one of the other responsibilities in the de- 
partment the administrative supervision of the surplus property 
program in the State. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you just, for the record and for the informa- 
tion of the members, let us know how it works, say, in Massachusetts, 
under Public.Law 152, and also under the present situation? 

Mr. Nouan. Yes, sir. 

Information on the availability of property is brought to our atten- 
tion in several ways. One is a circularization of listings of property 
by the Department of Defense, and also a circularization as to the 
availability of property by General Services Administration, whereby 
listings of property surplus to the needs of the Government are cir- 
cularized to the Federal activities within a prescribed radius. 

We automatically get a copy of the listings from the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare office, and have an opportunity 
within a limited time, usually from 10 to 15 days, to examine the list- 
ing, to determine whether or not there may be items on the list useful 
and necessary in the education and health program for our State. 

Mr. McCormack. How do you determine that? 

Mr. Notan. The need and use of property is determined on the basis 
of requests we receive from schools and hospitals for items of equip- 
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ment standard for use in practically every educational and health 
institution in the country. 

An item of particular need, like the X-ray machine mentioned in 
previous testimony, involved a case where a particular hospital was 
desirous of expanding its facilities for X-ray treatment and for re- 
search, and for the training of doctors and nurses in the use of X-ray 
equipment. 

Not having complete facilities, they inquired as to whether or not 
it might not be available through surplus. 

As a result of a coordinated searching by our organization, the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the General Serv- 
ices Administration, we discovered that there was available an X-ray 
machine of the exact type the hospital needed in one of the States 
outside of New England. It was surplus to the needs of the Federal 
Government. 

Arrangements were made for the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to allocate that particular piece of equipment to Massa- 
chusetts, and an application was submitted from the State agency in 
the name of the hospital to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, which allowed the Federal holding activity, which hap- 
gto to be the Navy at the time, to release the equipment to the 
,ospital. 

You have here in your record, I am pretty sure, a statement from 
the administrator of the hospital, Sister Mary Alma, which states 
very definitely that since they have received the unit they have made 
very effective use of it, and have trained a large number of professional 
people in the use of the equipment and the treatment possible with the 
equipment. 

Mr. McCormack. At this point I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter received from the Sister be inserted in the record. 
wee Notan. The hospital is St. Elizabeth’s Hospital, Brighton, 

ass. 

Mr. Moss. There being no objection, that will be done. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Sr. Ev1IzAsern’s Hospirat, 
Brighton, Mass., January 19, 1955. 
Hon. JoHn W. McCorMAck, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMAcK: Recent developments in the program con- 
cerned with the donation of surplus Government property to schools and hospitals 
are very disturbing to us. It has come to our attention that the Department of 
Defense and other Federal agencies are selling surplus properties rather than 
donating them to schools and hospitals, as authorized by your bill Public Law 152, 
8ist Congress. A copy of our letter to Robert Nolan of the State department of 
education which reviews the benefits received by Saint Elizabeth’s Hospital from 
the surplus-property program up to now is enclosed for your information. Our 
strong interest in this program motivates this letter asking your help in con- 
tinuing the program under Public Law 152 so that a donation of surplus property 
for education and health use can be given priority before the selling activities 
of the Federal agencies. 

For your own great interest and assistance to Saint Elizabeth’s Hospital in this 
Government surplus program, we take this opportunity to express our deep 
gratitude. The surplus properties received by the hospital during the past 5 
years have been a substantial reason for Saint Elizabeth’s having the lowest 
hospital rates in metropolitan Boston. Your contributions are therefore reflected 
in the rates to the consumer of hospital care; the taxpayers who have originally 
paid for these properties. It seems only fair that they should benefit wherever 
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possible by the use of these properties when in excess of the Government’s need. 
Anything you can do to promote the continuance of the donation program will be 
of tremendous help to us. May God reward your efforts on our behalf. 
Sincerely yours in Christ, 
Sister Mary ALMA, O. S. F., Administrator. 


St. ELIzABETH’s HOospPItTAt, 
Brighton, Mass., December 14, 1954. 
Mr. Rogsert NOLAN, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
Department of Education, Boston, Mass. 


DEAR Mr. NoLan: In response to your inquiry about the value of the surplus 
property program to St. Elizabeth’s Hospital, I am at a loss to give a complete 
reply. 

“In the past 5 years it has been our privilege to go to the surplus warehouse 
perhaps twice every year. Long before the semiannual visit the supervisors of 
various departments come to remind me that it must be getting time for us to 
go to Taunton, and enumerated several items which they would like to have if 
available, but which perhaps do not come under the category of being strictly 
essential. For example, the science laboratory in the school of nursing has as 
one of its laboratory experiments growing of bacteria on various types of media. 
This can be done by improvising the favorable environment of darkness and 
warmth and moisture. In 1954, however, students should be given the oppor- 
tunity of using an incubator. Up to now the expenditure was not authorized. 
After our fall trip to Miles Standish, the school now has its long desired in- 
cubator and our students have the opportunity of growing bacteria in the ac- 
cepted method of today rather than the improvision of 40 years ago. 

“The nursing school likewise benefited by the replacement of some 30 of its beds 
which long deserved retirement. Other pieces of furniture, chests of drawers, 
chairs, have been replaced by better units taken from Government surplus and 
refinished by our maintenance department. 

“In addition to the nursing school, St. Elizabeth’s Hospital has a medical edu- 
eation program involving the whole staff but more especially some 28 or 30 
medical students, interns, and residents. These young people have benefited 
from the surplus program by replacing of some wornout beds, bookcases, chairs, 
chests of drawers. In the general laboratory, additional facilities have been 
acquired which made available to the house staff whatever units which they 
could use without disturbing the regular laboratory staff. Additional anesthesia 
machines have provided wider possibilities for instruction in anesthesia. A sur- 
plus resuscitator outfit was made available for the emergency department which 
is not only an additional tool for the resident staff, but likewise of value to those 
in need of resuscitation in the emergency department. 

“An X-ray therapy machine widened the scope of the residency in radiology as 
well as providing more complete facilities for the treatment of cancer. Miscel- 
laneous surgical instruments and pharmaceuticals have contributed to the gen- 
eral equipment and thereby to the greater efficiency of the respective departments. 
Very little, if any, of the surplus materials have not been used up or are not 
in daily use. Practically nothing has gone into storage. 

“The Government services have some return from this institution in that even 
in a very cursery glance through the graduates of the last 5 years indicate that 
60 are now in the services from Thule to Jacksonville and from the east to the 
west coast of this country with all points in between. Thirty of the medical 
resident staff who have been here in the last 5 years are now in the Government 
services from one end of the world to the other. 

“IT would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the appreciation of the 
trustees of St. Elizabeth’s Hospital as well as that of the medical staff, the nurs- 
ing staff, and the entire personnel for the contributions received from Govern- 
ment Surplus. These contributions have made for greater efficiency through- 
out the institution. It is hoped that while surplus properties do exist, it will be 
possible for us to avail ourselves of them.” 


Mr. Notan. This is a typical example. Information on what is 
needed and useful comes from the grassroots, it comes from cities and 
towns, the school administrators, the teachers, the doctors, the nurses. 

As a result of screening listings we determine the availability of the 
property, and then, through a process of interchange of information 
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between the State Department, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and the General Services, we notify them that if the 
property becomes surplus to the Federal need we would be interested 
because we have a use for it. Eventually it may be allocated to us. 

If it is allocated we apply for it. We apply for it usually for direct 
transfer to the units when it involves a single item or a large item. 
If it involves items where the unit is small and the quantity is large, 
the property is brought into a central warehouse where distribution 
is made to the schools and hospitals in the State on the basis of an 
allocation formula which takes into consideration the school popula- 
tion or bed load. 

We have tried to operate on a formula in Massachusetts which every 
5 months allows us to review our distributions, so that periodically 
we can encourage the institutions in the State that were receiving less 
than their share and discourage those that had received in the past 
more than their share. 

There are some problems involved in this system that primarily can 
be traced to either the lack of initiative on the part of a local super- 
intendent or a local administrator or to his restrictions as to time. 
We have tried to operate on the basis that we will not release, as : 
State agency, to a school or a hospital in the State any property which 
they have not physically inspected and selected as being an item that 
they can use and need in their program; and it is transferred to them 
on a warehouse issue sheet which includes the certification required 
by the Federal regulations, covering the intent of the program. 

Tn our operations in Massachusetts, we have been active and inter- 
ested. As the Congressman from North Carolina has indicated, we 
are probably one of the active States, but we have never. under any 
of our operations in connection with the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare or the GSA, been forced to take a piece of 
property that we did not have a need or use for, and we, in turn, 
have not passed on to any school and hospital in the State any 
pronerty that we felt they did not have a need and use for. We run a 
fairly well-controlled program. 

Under this type of program, the public benefits to be derived from 
the effective use of surplus are immeasurable as compared with the 
low potential return to the Government on a per dollar basis or on a 
percentage basis of property that was sold under a stock-funding 
arrangement to recover a few cents into the Treasury. 

We have been seriously affected by stock funding. It shows daily 
in our review of listings. because the listings are very specifically ear- 
marked as to the status of the property. 

In other words, if property is reimbursable, in the listing it means 
that it is not available for donation, and in a large number of cases 
they are common-use items that schools and hospitals would give their 
eyeteeth to receive because they are in dire need and could make very 
effective use of the equipment. 

T do not want to take any more of the committee’s time. I would be 
glad to answer any questions, and I certainly appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to discuss the program with you. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any questions? 

Mr. McCormack. Just one auestion. In your statement which will 
be made a part of the record, did you cover—was there any assistance 
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iven to the area of Massachusetts that was visited by that violent 
urricane ? 

Mr. Notan. That is a very good point, Mr. Congressman. 

About a year and a half or 2 years ago we had in the central part 
of our State a tornado which did a terrific amount of damage in a very 
short space of time and, naturally, all the resources in the State were 
called upon to provide whatever assistance possible to alleviate the 
suffering and to bring about a return to normal conditions as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. McCormack. And Congress also did the same thing by brush- 
ing aside any red tape and getting to the immediate relief, as far as 
possible. 

Mr. Notan. That is right. 

At that time we were able to move surplus property into that area 
practically overnight. It was necessary, though, to have certain of 
the Federal regulations and the intent of Congress changed some to 
allow for Government property being made available for the relief 
of private individuals, and with the help of Congress, and under the 
leadership of Congressman McCormack, Senator Saltenstall, and 
others, the change was made. 

Mr. McCormack. I might say that all of them cooperated; I want 
to give credit to everyone. 

Mr. Notan. Changes were made in the National Disaster Act that 
would allow the States to use surplus property for the relief of private 
individuals, and at the critical stage of the tornado the only relief 
going in there of a physical nature was surplus property. 

Mr. McCormack. To what extent did that contribute ? 

Mr. Noxtan. Well, I would guess that in a short space of time there 
was—and this is an estimate now because I do not have these figures 
with me—I would say between $100,000 and $300,000 worth of prop- 
erty went in there very fast. 

Relief to schools and hospitals could automatically be provided 
under existing features of Public Law 152, but the relief of private in- 
dividuals involved was made possible by amending the National Dis- 
aster Act. 

Since that time we have had two bad hurricane situations in Masa- 
chusetts, and in both instances, within 20 minutes after the hurricane 
had hit the areas, we were in touch with the schools and hospitals and 
made property available to them. What we actually did was open 
up our warehouses and said, “The warehouses are there ; send your rep- 
resentatives and if we have property you can use, take it; we will take 
care of the paper work later.” In this way we were able to make quite 
a valuable contribution to the communities that were affected by those 
hurricanes. 

Mr. Moss. We will insert the prepared statement of Mr. Nolan at 
this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Nolan follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Rosert F, Nowan, State Supervisor, State DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION, VOCATIONAL DIvISION, MASSACHUSETTS 


I am appearing before you as a representative of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts to record the interest and support of our educational and public health 
institutions in the successful enactment of H. R. 3322. 

I have been employed by the State department of education, vocational divi- 
sion, as a State supervisor for over 18 years and have had direct supervision 
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of the surplus-property-utilization program for the past 9 years as only one of 
other administrative duties and responsibilities in the department. 

The surplus-property-utilization program in Massachusetts has been of inesti- 
mable value to our educational and health institutions. A total of $40 million 
(acquisition value) worth of real and personal property has been donated or 
acquired by public benefit discount since 1946 for over 500 schools and colleges 
and over 100 hospitals in the State. 

Surplus mechanical and technical equipment no longer needed by the Federal 
Government has been used successfully by our public and private, nonprofit tax- 
exempt schools and colleges to stimulate an interest in science and engineering. 
Great ingenuity has been exercised by our teachers and their students in using 
surplus materials in our classrooms. The training value derived from using 
surplus materials in the educational program is worth many times its value as 
property sold at auction or as scrap, and our trainees very often leave our schools 
and colleges to enter the armed services or are employed by agencies or con- 
tractors involved directly in defense research and production. 

During the past several years substantial aid has been provided our State 
hospitals and other tax-supported and nonprofit tax-exempt hospitals in the 
State. Our hopitals have been able to acquire at little or no cost from the 
surplus-property program needed items of replacement and additions to pro- 
fessional equipment and furniture which they would have been financially unable 
to obtain otherwise. This contribution from the use of surplus has materially 
affected the accomplishments in the area of patient care and directly facilitates 
their contribution to the national defense in the training of doctors and nurses. 

For the past year the surplus-property-donation program has been losing huge 
quantities of very valuable surplus property due to the activities of Federal 
agencies and departments selling their surplus to salvage dealers rather than 
making it available to us for distribution to our eligible schools and hospitals. 
These salvage dealers who were able to acquire such surplus at a small fraction 
of its original value, realizing the need for this property by our schools and 
hospitals, have many times offered to sell this same property to us at rates 
which clearly demonstrate the huge profits involved to the salvage dealer. 

We firmly believe that Federal property once procured by the taxpayers should 
be utilized when needed by education and health institutions for the benefit of the 
taxpayers, and we respectfully request your active support in arranging for 
the immediate and successful enactment of H. R. 3322. 

We further believe that the changes in the basic act as outlined in H. R. 
3322 will alleviate some of the present weaknesses and inconsistencies and allow 
for a closer coordination of agencies, which will result in more public benefit 
accruing to the United States by allowing for further utilization of Federal 
surplus property. 

It should be emphasized that the total needs of all the qualified schools and 
hospitals in the country would be but a very small percentage of the total quan- 
tity available for disposal, and any loss in terms of recapitalization will be 
small when compared to the public gain by the further utilization of the property 
in our educational and health programs. 

We heartily endorse that section of H. R. 3322 which will remove title restric- 
tions on personal property transferred to schools and hospitals. In the past, 
due to a Federal administrative determination, restrictions were placed on per- 
sonal property which were not only impossible and impractical to administer but 
also decreased the public benefits that accrue from using the property. To 
illustrate: At present the Federal regulations require that a school must use a 
surplus typewriter for 4 years in their educational program before title passes. 
Obviously some machines used constantly in a school program reach the point 
where it is not practical or worthwhile repairing them before the expiration of 
the 4 years and the school is still accountable. After passing through a series of 
such experiences, school administrators become discouraged at these restrictions 
and lose interest in the program. In other words, too much red tape. 

Our program in Massachusetts has always been closely associated with every 
major development in the surplus property utilization program for the past 
9 years and we are convinced that efficiency and economy in such a program 
results from experience based upon a practical approach. 

Successful administration and operation of this program requires a close 
cooperation and team play between the States and the Federal agencies and 
departments involved. Practically every State in the country now has a sub- 
stantial investment in personnel and facilities devoted to the problems of: (a) 
determining the eligibility of educational and health units; (b) as a service 
agency to these groups we are in a most advantageous position to determine 
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what types and quantities of surplus property are needed and useful in their 
educational and health programs; (c) establishing good working relationships 
with all of the Federal storage and disposal officers in order to screen available 
surplus property ; and, (d) arranging for the allocation of surplus property to the 
States for distribution to the eligible institutions within the States. 

Since the States have made such a substantial contribution, it follows that the 
Federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the General Serv- 
ices Administration should be allowed sufficient funds to properly staff and 
strengthen their program so they can function efficiently and provide the serv- 
ices and leadership to match the States’ efforts and thereby make the program 
more effective. 

In conclusion may I point out that in my 9 years experience with this pro- 
gram I can report that all of our schools and hospitals have a tremendous inter- 
est in this program and they are constantly requesting us to obtain for them 
more and more property which they find invaluable in helping them to meet the 
demands of an ever-expanding program of health and education. We have 
nowhere hear met the needs of our schools and hospitals to date and I personally 
believe that even if the program were expanded to 10 times its present size it 
still would not be sufficient to provide relief for their present requirements, let 
alone the anticipated expansion to meet their ever-increasing demand for 
services from the public. 

May I express the appreciation of my State and that of the schools and 
hospitals in the State to your chairman, Mr. McCormack, and to this committee 
for this opportunity to discuss our program. Our schools and hospitals have 
expressed the sincere hope that you will report favorably on this bill to Congress 
so as to allow for the improvement of the administration of the program for a 
better and more effective utilization of surplus Government property for edu- 
cational and public-health purposes now and for the years to come. 

Mr. Barry. I would like to make a few additional statements in that 
connection. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Barry. 

Mr. Barry. We also had a tornado in Waco about the time they 
had one in Massachusetts, and we opened up our warehouse and were 
able to give a lot of relief. 

Another factor which I forgot to mention in my State agency re- 

port from Texas, is that in our area, the Department of Health, Edu- 
‘ation, and Welfare, region 7, every time any school has a fire, the 
superintendent of the school immediately gets in touch with his State 
director and he, in turn, gets in touch with the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in Dallas. 
_ Health, Education, and Welfare, in turn, gets hold of all the other 
State agencies so that all of the property that is available in the ware- 
houses of all States in the region is made available to the victim of 
the fire. 

We have had cases where desks, chairs, and other items in the ware- 
houses which had been pledged to certain schools in Texas, were with- 
drawn and transferred to the school suffering the fire. Emergency 
transfers of this sort are made from Texas to Arkansas and vice versa. 
The same is true of other States. This cooperation among the States 
has occurred at least 20 times in my area. 

Mr. McCormack. And the relationship between the State depart- 
ment representatives and the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare has been cordial, I would assume, from what you and Mr. 
Nolan have said? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Well, that would illustrate another need for the con- 
tinued interest of one Government agency in this program. 

Mr. Barry. I think that same thing is true over the country. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any further questions ¢ 
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We have here a request from Senator McNamara and from Con- 
gressman Magnuson to include statements in the hearings at this 
point. Without objection, they will be included. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. Pat MCNAMARA, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 


I hope that your committee will recommend favorable consideration for 
H. R. 3322, which is now before you. 

The intent of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 was to make available to educational and public-health institutions 
equipment and similar property declared to be surplus to the agencies which 
owned it. 

That intent is being avoided by some Federal agencies which have this sur- 
plus equipment, In many cases the equipment is sold to private dealers who in 
turn resell it to the institutions which Congress intended should have it free. 
The institutions must purchase this equipment, at a much greater cost to them- 
selves than the yield to the Government. 

The financial plight of our educational and public-health institutions is well 
known. This bill is intended to protect these institutions against having to 
subsidize, out of their meager operational funds, the dealers brought into the 
situation by the Government agencies. 

I intend to support the companion measure, S. 1004, in the Senate. I hope 
it is passed by your body. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the special subcommittee: 

I cannot speak too strongly in support of speedy passage of the chairman’s 
bill, H. R. 3322, which will make it crystal clear that educational and healh 
institutions have first claim on Government surplus property. 

Since 1912, Congress has passed 15 laws dealing with the donation of 
property for the public benefit, chiefly for educational purposes. Public Law 
152 of the 8lst Congress, approved June 30, 1949, provided for the donation of 
useful and needed real property for school and health purposes, and useful 
and needed personal property for school purposes. Public Law 754 of the 
same Congress, approved September 5, 1950, extended the donation of per- 
sonal property for health purposes. 

During the past 8 to 10 years, school and health institutions have received 
in excess of $1 billion in real and personal property from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. In the State of Washington last June alone, equipment with an 
original cost of $258,000 was distributed. 

This program has been of inestimable value in aiding schools and other bene- 
ficiary institutions all over the Nation. 

Yet, during the past year, the Department of Defense, which supplies 
90 percent of the Government’s surplus property, has issued directives and 
adopted policies which threaten markedly to reduce if not terminate this valuable 
and long-established program by requiring that surplus property be sold rather 
than donated for educational and health purposes. 

The alleged justification for this action is said to be found in Public Law 216 
of the 81st Congress, approved August 10, 1949, which provides for the establish- 
ment of stock funds, or working-capital funds, as a means of obtaining better 
financial control in the Department of Defense. As stock funds are set up for 
numerous operations, any surplus property so classified no longer is eligible for 
donation, but must be sold. 

In effect, the Department of Defense takes the position that Public Law 216 
permits the amendment by implication of Public Law 152. I challenge that 
interpretation. I think the language of Public Law 152, Public Law 216, and 
Public Law 754, as well as their congressional histories clearly demonstrate the 
will of Congress that the donation of surplus property for schools and health 
institutions should continue regardless of the establishment of working-capital 
funds. The enactment of Public Law 754 cannot be reconciled with any other 
interpretation of the intent of Congress. 
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The bill under consideration, H. R. 3322, will set at rest any possible miscon- 
ceptions by specifically providing that no property shall be sold as surplus prop- 
erty, whether or not capitalized in a working-capital fund, until it has been 
determined whether such property is usable and necessary for educational and 
public health purposes. 

If the new policy of the Defense Department resulted in any economy, there 
might be some excuse for it. But there is not—it actually costs the taxpayers a 
great deal of money. The taxpayers support schools and health facilities as well 
as the Defense Department. The present crisis in the needs of our schools for 
new classrooms, for equipment, for operation and maintenance expenses and for 
increased teachers’ salaries, has been attested to from all sides. Legislation 
introduced for outright Federal grants-in-aid to the States for school construc- 
tion, and even the President’s proposals to facilitate school building, demonstrate 
the interrelationship between Federal and State revenue-raising sources to meet 
the common problem. 

It doesn’t make sense for the tax-supported Defense Department to sell a 
$100 article today for $6 instead of giving it to a tax-supported school, when the 
school tomorrow will have to buy one just like it for $100. 

The value of the surplus-property donation program has been demonstrated 
conclusively. Many institutions could not provide the services they give today 
without it. Frequently, Defense Department surplus equipment and supplies 
are used in training young men and women who go to work in defense establish- 
ments. High schools, colleges, parochial schools, hospitals and dental schools 
have benefited from the program. The variety of articles used includes desks, 
tables and chairs, lathes, drill presses, motors, electrical parts, airplane engines, 
hand tools of all kinds, woodworking and metalworking equipment, tractors, 
trucks, refrigerators, scrap, miscellaneous supplies, and many others. 

I have received numerous protests from schools and hospitals in my own State 
against the Defense Department action. The heads of these institutions cannot 
understand the pennywise, pound-foolish aspect of the new policy. 

I suspect that the Defense Department policy was instituted to permit a better 
showing to the public of the results of the Department’s effort to achieve economy. 
No bookkeeping entries, however, can hide the essential waste of taxpayers’ money 
that comes from smelling, at a tiny fraction of its cost, property which our schools 
and hospitals could put to good use. 

I urge early enactment of the measure before this committee. 

Thank you. 


Mr. McCormack. May I say that Congressman Thomas J. Lane, 
of Massachusetts, telephoned me that due to a committee meeting he 
was unable to be here at this meeting, but he wants to be recorded in 
favor of the pending bill and the continuation of the program under 
harmonious conditions. 

Mr. Moss. The committee will recess now until 2:30. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., a recess was taken, to reconvene at 
2:30 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2:30 p. m. 


Mr. McCormack. We will call Mr. Caffrey while waiting for Mr. 
Jonas to come. 


Mr. Caffrey, you are prepared to testify now? 
Mr. Carrrey, Yes, sir. I have a very short statement. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. CAFFREY, WASHINGTON REPRESENT- 
ATIVE, AMERICAN COTTON MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE 


Mr. McCormack. Give your full name and address, Mr. Caffrey, 
and whom you represent, please. 

Mr. Carrrey. My name is Charles G. Caffrey. I am Washington 
representative of the American Cotton Manufacturers Institute and 
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appear today on behalf of that organization, whose home office is in 
Charlotte, N. C., and the W ashington office is located at 1625 I Street 
NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

First of all, Mr. C hairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity 
of appearing here today. Our organization is the central trade 
association of the primary cotton textile manufacturers of the United 
States. It is nationwide in scope, covering all areas of textile manu- 
facture from Maine to Texas, and includes within its membership 
more than 85 percent of the country’s spindles. 

First of all, I would like to inform the committee that our industry 
supports the program of our Government in working out an orderly 
disposal procedure for Government surplus textiles. It has been our 
feeling that it would be to the best interests of our Government to dis- 
pose of excess textiles wherever possible and whenever they are not 
needed. However, it has also been our position that the Government 
should not be permitted to dispose of large amounts of surplus textiles 
and apparel in our domestic market without first giving full regard 
for the need and price, and the possible adverse impact such sales 
might have on the textile industry as a whole. 

Mr. McCormack. I suppose that may apply to all other business 
activities too, that observation ? 

Mr. Carrrey. You are right, sir. 

For several months we have devoted a great deal of time and effort 
working with the various Government de partments on the complex- 
ities of surplus-property disposal. We have, during this period, re- 
viewed numerous offerings of textiles and apparel. In the case of 
relatively small lots, specialized items or salvage goods, we have recom- 
mended approval for immediate sale. However, we have requested 
deferral of certain items, either because the goods were of a type that 
has always been scarce during wartime or because the items amounted 
to substantial quantities of new goods in common use for civilian 
markets. 

As an important part of the broad problem, it must be realized that 
the textile and apparel-manufacturing industries are just beginning 
to see better business on the horizon after over a year of bad times. 
For example, in June 1954 employment in the textile-mill-products 
industry had dropped to 980,000 employees from an average of approx- 
imately 1.2 million over the last several years. In apparel manufac- 
turing the comparable figures are 989 000 and 1.1 million. Not only 

was the constriction of employment severe, but it occurred suddenly 
and was concentrated in particular areas, so that by June 1954, 50 
percent of the surplus-labor areas listed by the Department of Labor 
were communities where textile and apparel plants had been the pri- 
mary contributors to unemployment. 

The foregoing is brought to your attention for the purpose of high- 
lighting and emphasizing the need for an orderly disposal program 
of Government surplus textiles. Our industry has found that it 
cannot compete price-w ise in the open market w ith m: any surplus tex- 
tile items, since surplus textiles have been disposed of at prices rang- 
ing from 10 to 20 cents on the dollar of acquisition cost. It is true 
that these textiles are not as appealing as the textiles that might be 
purchased through the regular commercial outlets, but in many in- 
stances they will serve the purpose and supply the need. 
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Indicative of the interest that the Congress has evidenced in the 
disposal program of soft goods, I would like to make available for 
the record a quotation from the Senate mutual security appropria- 
tions bill of 1955: 


SurPLus Stocks OWNED BY DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 


It has been represented to the committee that the Department of Defense 
has in its possession large stocks of surplus soft goods. The committee recom- 
mends that the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, and the 
Director of the Foreign Operations Administration confer with the idea of 
utilizing these stocks in the mutual-security program in order to conserve funds 
and to preclude such surplus stocks from being placed on the American market 
to the detriment of the manufacturers and consumers alike. 


It was our intention at that time to see if it were not possible to 
divert the textiles that were being sold in the market at very low prices 
to the foreign-aid program; instead of giving these foreign countries 
dollars, give them textiles that they could use at the reduced price. 

In conclusion, it is the opinion of our industry leaders that H. R. 
3322, if enacted, would certainly establish a sound pattern and orderly 
procedure for disposal of surplus textiles generated by the Govern- 
ment departments in the future. It is this kind of long-range program 
that will be of great assistance in stabilizing the economy of the coun- 
try and more specifically the employment in the textile industry. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have Mr. Caffrey elaborate 
just a little more on the statement he made prior to his concluding 
statement. 

You would not want the Government, through the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, to make available to the eligible 


institutions textiles if they were new ¢ 
Mr. Carrery. That is correct. We feel if institutions receiving 
them have adequate neneopietions set aside to purchase that ne 


lar type of textiles, they should first use those funds. To do other 
with them would mean diverting goods to them when they have suffi- 
cient funds to buy. We feel it is sound for them to receive new goods 
when they do not have the funds to purchase them. 

Mr. Moss. Your general recommendations go beyond the scope of 
this bill. You are addressing yourself to the overall policy followed 
in disposing of some of the goods by the Department of Defense under 
any condition; aren’t you ? 

Mr. Carrrey. I am referring to all Government agencies; yes. 

Mr. Moss. What would you recommend that we do if we have large 
amounts of new goods that are surplus? 

Mr. Carrery. Well, if you have large amounts of new goods that 
are surplus and the Government cannot use, we don’t say that you 
should be held to a hard-and-fast rule. However, we do recommend 
maximum utilization by all Government agencies. 

Mr. Moss. I am interested in the recommendation against making 
them available if the school or the hospital, or whatever the institu- 
tion might be, has funds to buy them on the open market. I know 
in my State virtually every school district is at its legal maximum in 
levying taxes. Many of the school districts—in fact, I would say a 
majority of them—have by vote of the people of the district volun- 
tarily exceeded their legal tax rates for a support budget. In addition, 
the majority of the schools—in fact, I would say probably 80 percent 
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of the districts—are at their maximum bonding capacity for con- 
struction. 

If you had a district, a typical California district, operating under 
2 tax rate for support in excess of the legal maximum as a result of 
the vote of the people, would you say that that school district had 
funds available, or would you say that they would be entitled under 
your criteria to participate in the program and receive new goods? 

Mr. Carrrey. Let me answer that question this way: We recognize 
that oftentimes there are changes in designing and types of goods 
that are used by the Government, particularly the military, As an 
illustration take herringbone twill. The military now use a different 
type of fabric for fatigue clothes, a sateen fabric, which is a better 
fabric. 

I know the Government has in storage thousands and thousands of 
yards of herringbone twill. It is new. It is as good as the day it 
‘came from the loom. We would have no objection to seeing this type 
of textile given to institutions, since the Government now has a better 
fabric to use. What we do not want to see is a practice established 
whereby a Government agency can dispose of new goods by just 
deciding to give them away to another Government agency. Such 
a procedure would be a dangerous thing if allowed to take place. 

Mr. Moss. It would be a case of analyzing each type, then, and 
making a determination in that way, rather than a determination 
by law? 

Mr. Carrrey. Yes, because we recognize the fact that sometimes you 
have new goods that are more efficient and better than the old. Ina 
‘ase of this type we would have no objection if these leftovers were 
given to an institution, even though they were new goods. 

Mr. Moss. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Mr, Caffrey. 
Do you have any other witnesses? 

Mr. Moss. We have Congressman Sisk, of California. 
Do you desire to make a statement, Mr. Sisk? 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sitsx. I just have a very short statement, Mr. Chairman, en- 
dorsing H. R. 3322. 

I appreciate this opportunity to make a brief statement to your 
committee in strong support of H. R. 3322, which is intended to im- 
prove the administration of the program for utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public health purposes. 

I need not remind you of the extremely dire financial situation 
confronting our school systems throughout the country. The in- 
ability of local and State agencies to cope with educational demands 
finally has caused the administration to propose Federal aid to schools. 
In passing, I may say I believe the proposals made to the Congress 
are totally inadequate. 

My own State of Califernia has been particularly hard hit in the 
educational field because of the tremendous influx of population there. 
As a consequence, citizens of California are being called on to finance 
education of hundreds of thousands of children who normally would 
be educated at the expense of the States from which their parents 
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migrated. It is obvious that these new citizens, while welcome, do 

not for a number of years contribute equally to taxation for school 
urposes, so that far heavier burdens are thrown upon persons who 
ave been longer established in the community. 

What better way can we utilize property which is surplus to Fed- 
eral needs than to make it available for education and public health 
purposeS? Certainly, the meager amounts to be obtained through 
private sale of this property are no bar to its higher and better utiliza- 
tion to partially relieve critical educational and health problems of 
the country. 

I may say that I have received communications from a number 
of school boards in my district which are struggling to make both 
ends meet and provide adequate schooling for children. They strongly 
urge enactment of H. R. 3322. Among those joining in this plea are 
the Central Union High School of Fresno, Clovis Elementary School, 
Washington Union High School, Sanger Public Schools, and the 
Merced School District. 

I sincerly hope that through favorable recommendation by your 
committee we may embark on a program to provide substantial 
Federal help to education. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. Moss ? 

Mr. Moss. No questions. 

Mr.. McCormack. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Assistant Secretary Mintener, Mr. Jonas is not here yet, but I think 
he will come in in a little while. Will you give your full name and 
title. 


STATEMENT OF BRADSHAW MINTENER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY MANUEL B. 
HILLER, CHIEF, SURPLUS PROPERTY BRANCH, OFFICE OF GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL; WILLIS T. FRAZIER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF SUR- 
PLUS PROPERTY UTILIZATION ; THEODORE ELLENBOGEN, LEGIS- 
LATIVE ATTORNEY; JAMES W. FORISTEL, ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL; AND R. J. DE CAMP, DIRECTOR OF FIELD ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


Mr. Minrener. My name is Bradshaw Mintener, Assistant Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before your committee this afternoon in re- 
sponse to the invitation sent to the Secretary of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Mrs. Hobby asked me to express to 
you, Mr. Chairman, her regrets that she could not come personally. 

I have with me several associates of mine in the Department who 
will be glad to attempt to answer any questions that you may have 
after our formal statement. 

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that Congressman Dawson, the 
chairman of the full committee, sent a copy of your bill to Mrs. Hobb 
and asked her to comment and to make a report to this committee with 
reference to H. R. 3322. And, with your permission, I would like to 
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read into the record and file with the committee, after the reading 
thereof, this letter, which is our report to the committee. And then, 
afterward, if there are any questions you have related to it, these gen- 
tlemen will attempt to answer them, if that is satisfactory, sir. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 1, 
1955, for a report on H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, so as to improve the administration of the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health purposes. 

This bill would make several amendments to the provisions of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

1. Section 1 (a) of the bill would insert the following new sentence at the 
beginning of paragraph (2) of section 203 (j) of the act: “No property (including 
property capitalized in a working capital fund) shall be sold under this or any 
other act as surplus property until it has been determined whether or not such 
property is usable and necessary for educational purposes or public health pur- 
poses, including research.” 

The purpose of this amendment is to overcome the effect of an interpretation 
placed by the Department of Defense on section 405 of the National Security 
Act Amendments of 1949 (Public Law 216, 81st Cong.), to the effect that property 
included in the several “stock funds” or working-capital funds established within 
that Department must, upon becoming surplus, be sold, and the proceeds thereof 
be deposited to the credit of the appropriate fund, and that such property may 
not be made available for donation for educational or public-health purposes 
under section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. 
That interpretation is embodied in Defense Department Directive No. 7420.1, 
dated February 1, 1954. 

In view of your committee’s familiarity with this interpretation and its rela- 
tion to the program for donation of surplus personal property for educational or 
public health purposes, we shall not burden this report with an account of the 
history of this interpretation and of its relation to the intent of the Congress in 
the enactment of the donation program. Suffice it to say that surplus property of 
the Department of Defense has been the major source of property for the pur- 
poses of the donation program and that the impact of this interpretation upon 
the continued operation of the donation program is becoming increasingly serious 
and may eventually, to all intents and purposes, completely disrupt the program. 

We, therefore, endorse the purposes of section 1 (a) of the bill to clarify 
section 208 (j) of the act so as to remove any doubt as to the availability of 
property in “stock funds” or working-capital funds for donation purposes under 
the program. 

We believe, however, that the particular phrasing of the proposed amend- 
ment to section 203 (j) (1) may go further than intended. As it stands, it 
is open to the interpretation that it would deprive the Administrator of General 
Services of his basic discretion which he has under the express provisions of 
section 203 (j) (1). We, therefore, suggest that, instead of the amendment to 
paragraph (2) of section 203 (j) (1) contained in section 1 (a) of the bill, 
the committee substitute an amendment to section 208 (j) (1) which would 
merely insert the following after the words “executive agency” in such para- 
graph: “including property capitalized in a working-capital fund.” 

2. Section 1 (b) of the bill would change section 203 (j) (2) of the act, 
so that determinations whether surplus property is usable and necessary for 
educational or public-health purposes could be made either directly by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare as at present, or could, instead 
of being made by the Secretary, be made “under regulations issued by the 
Secretary,” presumably by other agencies authorized by the Secretary. (At 
the same time the amendment would bring the text of section 203 (j) up to 
date by substituting the Secretary for the Federal Security Administrator.) 

The purpose of this amendment, insofar as it would permit determinations 
of these educational and health questions by some other agency, is not clear 
to us. It may have been intended as merely ancillary to the stock-fund amend- 
ment, so as to make clear that (under the regulations of the Secretary) surplus 
personal propertly plainly unsuited for educational or health purposes—e. g., 
combat vessels, tanks, etc.—need not be referred to this Department for screen- 
ing and determination under section 203 (j). Such categorical exceptions, 
however, can be, and are, established by regulations issued by the Administrator 
of General Services. If section 1 (a) of the bill is amended as above suggested, 
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these regulations of the Administrator could, clearly, apply equally to stock-fund 
property. 

Again, if the purpose of section 1 (b) of the bill is to permit delegation of 
this Department’s responsibilities under section 203 (j) to some other depart- 
ment or agency, we believe that the amendment is likewise undesirable. This 
is true because delegation of this responsibility to another agency would be 
inconsistent with the purpose of the Congress in vesting this responsibility 
in this Department because of its special competence in the fields of education 
and health. 

3. The purpose of section 2 of the bill, as we understand it, is to prohibit, 
for the future, the placing of any restrictions or conditions on the utilization 
of donated surplus personal property which are designed to assure that the 
property donated is actually used for the educational or public-health purposes 
for which the property was given. (Section 2 of the bill seeks to achieve its 
purpose by amending section 203 (k) (2) of the act by limiting its application 
to real property instead of having it apply to all property. The actual amend- 
ment contained in section 2 of the bill may be technically inadequate to carry 
out its purpose. ) 

Section 3 of the bill, which is a transitional provision, would, effective 1 year 
after the enactment of the bill, terminate all restrictions or conditions on surplus 
personal property donated prior to the enactment of the bill. 

We believe that the enactment of the amendments proposed by sections 2 and 3 
would make it impossible to assure that surplus personal property will be actu- 
ally devoted to the uses intended by the Congress. This would open the door to 
serious abuses. 

Briefly stated, the regulations now in force require that personal property 
donated under section 203 (j) be placed in actual use by the donee within 12 
months after the transfer, and that, when placed in use, the property be used 
solely for educational or public-health purposes, as specified in the instrument 
of donation. These restrictions upon use remain effective for 4 years after use 
of the property by the donee has commenced. 

We have been exploring earnestly for sometime the possibility of improving 
our regulations on this subject so as to limit restrictions on the use of donated 
property insofar as reasonably consistent with the purpose of the donation. To 
this end, we are now in the process of revising the applicable provisions of the 
manual governing this matter. The improvements will be primarily of two 
kinds. In the first place, we intend to relax the accountability of donees with 
respect to expendable property. In the second place, we intend to reduce the 
period of restricted use on motor vehicles from 4 to 2 years. 

No doubt other improvements, both in the content and period of limitations 
on the use of personal property, and in the administration of our compliance 
enforcement responsibility, will be found. With respect to the latter, the pro- 
vision of the bill on cooperative agreements, discussed below, should be very 
helpful. The complete elimination of these safeguards, however, could under- 
mine the integrity of the personal-property donation program. 

4. Section 3 of the bill would authorize this Department “or the head of any 
Federal agency designated by the Secretary” to enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with State departments of education or health, and with other State 
agencies “which are responsible for carrying out in the States the program for 
the utilization of surplus property for educational purposes and health purposes 
provided for in” section 208 (j) (k). Such cooperative agreements could pro- 
vide that either the Federal agency or the State agency would assume responsi- 
bility for a part of the duties of the other agency relating to the program, and 
that either agency would make available to the other such property, personnel, 
or funds as might be necessary to enable it to perform such duties. 

Final responsibility for determining whether surplus personal property is 
usable and necessary for educational or public-health purposes, and for alloca- 
tion of such property, rests with this Department. To assist us in discharging 
our responsibility, we now have existing arrangements with a number of State 
agencies, under which these agencies furnish valuable information in connec- 
tion with the performance of their own functions under the program. However, 
certain legal doubts have arisen as to the extent to which the Department could 
accept additional services of such agencies to assist in the performance of 
Federal functions. Also, it has been found desirable, but not legally feasible, 
to assign space to representatives of such agencies in the Department’s regional 
offices for the purpose of assisting the Department in more effectively discharg- 
ing its responsibilities under the program. These doubts and impediments 
would be removed by the proposed amendment. 
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In order to make this provision of the bil) fully effective, and also in order 
to place existing Federal-State relationships under this program on a sounder 
and firmer basis, we believe that section 203 (j) should be further amended so 
as to require that, as a condition of participation of a State agency in this 
program, there must be in effect a cooperative agreement between the Secretary 
and the agency, such as would be authorized by this bill. These agreements 
could he utilized as a device for further strengthening the responsibilities of 
State agencies and reducing the administrative burden at the Federal level, by 
including in such agreements provisions for utilizing the State agency to the 
optimum extent in the policing and enforcement of compliance, by donees, with 
the terms and conditions placed on the use of donated property. This should at 
the same time make such enforcement more effective and more acceptable to 
the donees. The ultimate enforcement, as well as the establishment, of terms 
and conditions governing the use of donated property should, however, remain 
the responsibility of this Department. 

The provision for cooperative agreements in the bill could, no doubt, also be 
improved in its technical respects. For example, there is no need for the in- 
clusion of authority for the utilization of this Department by State agencies, or 
for the inclusion of the provision which would empower the Secretary to author- 
ize the head of any other Federal agency to enter into cooperative agreements 
with State agencies. Also, the provision should not permit any inference that 
this Department can, through such agreement, divest itself of ultimate respon- 
sibility for any function vested in it. We would be glad, if so desired, to have 
our technical staff work with the committee or its staff in perfecting this and 
other technical provisions of the bill. 

5. Section 4 of the bill would mke a technical amendment to section 602 (d) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act so as to make clear 
that the stock-fund amendment to the act is not intended to affect the exemption 
of certain specified programs (carried on under other laws) from the act. This 
amendment may need rephrasing if our suggestion with respect to the stock-fund 
amendment is adopted, but we would defer to the views of the General Services 
Administration as to the necessity for, and desirable phrasing, of section 4 of 
the bill. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it perceives no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee, but that such advice should not 
be construed as implying any commitment as to the relationship of the bill to 
the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ovetra Cup Horpy, Secretary. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. Moss ¢ 

First, might I say that the report is a very frank one, and a very 
clear and understandable one. To what extent the committee might 
agree is another question. But I want to compliment the Secretary 
of the Department on not only the detailed report but the clear and 
unmistakable frankness of it. 

Mr. Mintener. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I might 
say that we spent quite a bit of time on this report. We feel our re- 
sponsibility for this phase of our operation very keenly. We have 
had our difficulties, but we feel that with this clarification to your bill, 
which is intended, I know, to deal with this whole situation, we should 
be able to come up with a solution that would be more satisfactory 
from every standpoint so far as the States are concerned, and the 
Federal Government is concerned to this donation problem. 

Mr. McCormack. I think your statement has clarified the atmos- 
phere considerably. 

Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. I was interested, Mr. Mintener, in your comments on sec- 
tion 5 of the bill. I think it was indicated by Mr. Barry that we have 
a number of laws or regulations under which this property has been 
acquired, and that you have property now in the hands of the schools 
and other public agencies that falls into 3 or 4 different categories. 
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Mr. Mintener. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel that, in any action taken in connection with 
this legislation, we should make uniform all of the provisions that 
apply to the use of this property and not have it in numerous cate- 
gories? 

Mr. Mintener. Well, I think clarification certainly would be de- 
sirable. As I understand it, from our legal people, some of these 
regulations which Mr. Barry referred to this morning are still in effect 
from previous laws that have never been repealed. And that is the 
difficulty we have with this sort of a popery of regulations here. And 
we certainly would like anything to be done by this committee and this 
legislation which would clarify or codify, should I say, these regula- 
tions into one uniform system. 

Now, I think Mr. Hiller and Mr. Ellenbogen, who have worked with 
this program for years, might have some further comments. 

Mr. Hitxer. I think I might say, Mr. Chairman, that some of the 
remarks Mr. Barry made this morning were directed toward the situa- 
tion in which the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
found the donable property program to be in when the program was 
initiated in 1949 by the enactment of 203 (j) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act. There were outstanding and un- 
repealed a number of regulations covering previous programs and 
donations with respect to which there seemed to be no clear or concise 
idea as to whether there was any continuing responsibility to assure 
that the institutions which had acquired property under those previous 
programs were continuing to make use of the property for the pur- 
poses for which given. 


The Pap eEane of Health, Education, and Welfare did not have 


then, nor has it now, if I may be permitted to speak for the Depart- 
ment, although I believe this precise question has not been cleared 
with Mrs. Hobby—did not intend to intrude, shall we say, in those 
areas for which we were not given specific authority for compliance 
responsibility under the provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act. 

Under that act we were given responsibility to enforce the terms 
and conditions pursuant to which property had been disposed of to 
health and educational institutions, either under the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 or under the Federal Property Act itself. 

Now, we have attempted to carry out our responsibility in connec- 
tion with both of those pieces of legislation. We were faced, of 
course, with situations in which you had a commingling of property 
which had been acquired under a number of different programs which 
had preceded the Surplus Property Act and the Federal Property 
Act. However, we have attempted only to enforce our compliance 
responsibility as we saw it under the latter two, that is, the Surplus 
Property Act and the Federal Property Act. 

We would have no objection, I believe, to any legislation which 
would clarify the state of confusion that still exists respecting those 
other programs. And if we were given perhaps a particular period 
of time within which to do so, I think we might be able to clear out 
all of the pending compliance matters that derive from disposals that 
were initially made under the Surplus Property Act of 1944. 

ButI believe that our report which Mr. Mintener has read to you 
fairly clearly states our own feeling and responsibility in connection 
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with a continuing compliance problem or continuing compliance func- 
tion in respect to donations of property that were made under the 
Federal Property Act and will be continued to be made under the 
Federal Property Act, unless otherwise amended. 

Mr. Moss. But you feel, as indicated in your statement, that section 
5 should be changed to continue a requirement for compliance? 

Mr. Hier. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Now, in a letter from Mr. McNeil to Secretary Hobby in 
April 1954, he indicated that they were going to modify Administra- 
tive Order 7420.1. Has any modification of that order ever been 
made, to your knowledge? 

Mr. Mintener. That happened before I came, Mr. Moss, but it is 
my understanding that those regulations were not issued, no regula- 
tions were issued modifying it. 

Mr. Moss. Is it your opinion that if the program continues as at 
present, it will eventually dry up and not be worth while? 

Mr. Mrntener. Do you want to comment on that, Mr. Frazier? 

Mr. Frazier. We believe that with the expansion of the stock fund 
that the amount of property available, and particularly the quality 
of property available, will be seriously decreased. Even though our 
current allocations and donations are higher than they have been for 
the past several years, we believe that the quality of the property being 
received has diminished considerably. 

Mr. Moss. While the amount presently going in, or that has been 
going in for the past year, has been greater in volume, percentagewise 
it has been less ? 

Mr. Frazier. In 1954 the last study that we made shows that during 
the first 9 months of the fiscal year of 1954 5.03 percent of the total 
disposals were being donated to health and education institutions, 
but for the entire fiscal year only 4.77 percent, indicating that in the 
last 3 months of the fiscal year 1954 there had been a decrease from 
the percentage of property donated as to the amount of total disposals. 

Mr. Moss. Getting back to this matter of compliance, do you feel 
that 1 year would atiord ample time to clear up your older compliance 
cases under a former regulation ¢ 

Mr. Frazier. Well, as Mr. Barry stated this morning, we have been 
concentrating throughout these past several months, and expect to 
continue to concentrate duri ing the rest of this fiscal year, on the old 
cases that were brought up by the General Accounting Office which 
were the subject of the heari ings by the Bonner subcommittee, and later 
on the Harden subcommittee, as well as these aircraft cases, all of 
which were cases arising in connection with property disposed of prior 
to Public Law 152. We have roughly 25 cases that have been referred 
to the Department of Justice for legal action. I think that in a year’s 
time most of those could be cleared up. I also think that within the 
next year or year and a half we will have eliminated practically all 
of the old so-called backlog of compliance cases arising from property 
that was donated by War Assets Administration prior to the 
present law. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Secretary, your Department substantially 
agrees with the bill and its purposes, I take it from your testimony 
and the testimony of those associated with you ? 

Mr. Minrener. That is right, Mr. McCormack; yes. 
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Mr. McCormack. Do you feel that it is desirable in the public 
interest and that there is public justification for the continuation of 
this program, the donation program ? 

Mr. Minrener. Yes, I think we feel that way. 

I might add in answer to your last question further that after you 
have had a chance to study this report further you will note our com- 
ments, particularly with reference to sections 2 and 5. And I might 
say, Mr. McCormack, in that connection that after you have had a 
chance to study this report—I realize it is difficult to take in a long 
report as it has been given—that we want you to please feel free to call 
upon us, and we will be glad to elucidate it further, or furnish you with 
any further information you wish. 

Mr. McCormack. I might say that I have already suggested to the 
staff that that be done, that they take advantage of your suggestion. 
Apparently there isn’t much area of differences, and what there are 
ought to be reasonably adjusted. 

Mr. Mrnrener. I have every reason to believe that we can adjust 
them. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. That is all for the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. In the section of the act of 1949—I had an im- 
portant part to play with it, because I offered it as an amendment in 
the committee—then we had a law that was enacted 40 days later 
relating to the Defense Department, and then we had an amendment 
to the 1949 section a year later. Did your legal department give any 
opinion as to whether or not the Department of Defense had the 
authority to interpret the provisions of the law relating to the Defense 
Department, as they did, which affected this particular program ? 

Mr. Minvrener. | have heard of no such opinion; no, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. The acts of 1949 and 1950 related to one subject, 
and the bill passed 40 days after the 1949 act related to another field 
of activity; did it not? 

Mr. Mintenrr. Yes; that is right. ; 

Mr. McCormack. I won’t press that any further. You have been 
so frank I think I understand your state of mind. 

Would you want to have the State people do any screening of prop- 
erty at the various installations ? 

Mr. MinTener. Yes; we would. 

Mr. McCormack. Can your department actually staff this work? 

Mr. Minrener. You mean with our present staff ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Minvener. I don’t think so; no, sir. 

Mr. Frazier. It would be impossible for our staff to screen property. 

Mr. McCormack. It would be possible, if satisfactory arrange- 
ments were made, for State representatives to do the screening; 
wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Frazier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mrinrener. And our cooperation, as I understand it, has been 
very satisfactory to the State people. 

Mr. McCormack. You made some references to agreements with the 
State people, the State governments. Would that require any—do 
you have in mind that the several States would have to enact legis- 
Jation authorizing that? 
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Mr. Hitter. No, sir; I do not believe that it would be necessary 
for the States to get any further enabling legislation. However, I 
can’t undertake to speak for 51 State agencies. The cooperative 
agreements that are contemplated by the “bill as I assume them to 
be are those agreements which would look toward the interchange of 
ror 8 the permissibility for State employees to perform cer- 
tain functions which are either quasi-Federal- -State, or may even be 
entirely Federal in nature, which would otherwise be prohibited by 
the provisions of the Antideficiency Act. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the Department did not have 
in mind that unless conditions precedent were complied with, that 
because of the lack of a State law, a State would be denied the oppor- 
tunity, the State and subdivisions and the institutions within the 
State would be denied the opportunity of getting the benefits of the 
donors’ program ¢ 

Mr. Hituer. Well, sir, we did envisage that the State organizations 
would file, as they have done to date, plans of operation. This is 
very typical of the grant-in-aid program operations in other areas 
that are being administered by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

And under the provision relating to the cooperative agreements, 
we would work out cooperative agreements which would provide for 
the interchange of services and information which otherwise might 
be prohibited by law, that is, Federal law. 

Mr. McCorMack. Pretty much along the lines that has been carried 
on heretofore between the Department rand the State representatives ? 

Mr. Hiwier. Well, sir, it is my understanding that until this point 
there has been a limitation upon the extent to which these cooperative 
services could be interchanged by reason of other provisions of law 
which prohibited the acceptance by the Federal Government of volun- 
tary services. The provision in ‘the bill would authorize a greater 
interchange of these services, because they would then be authorizing 
the Federal Government to acce pt this kind of voluntary service. 

Mr. McCormack. Outside of that it would be approached along the 
lines of the relationship that exists now, except a 4-year compliance 
might be 1 year, or whatever is decided upon, if your suggestions are 
carried out ? 

Mr. Hitter. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. The thought I had in mind, so that we bring it 
right to a head, you are not suggesting anything whereby a number 
of States would be unable to obtain the benefits; you haven’t got that 
in mind? 

Mr. Hitirr. No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, your opinion is that your sugges- 
tion, if adopted, would mean that an agreement, working or coopera- 
tive agreement, could be devised where no State would be denied the 
benefits of the donor's program long ? 

Mr. Mintener. We would like to see the maximum benefits. 

Mr. McCormack. I assume that. 

Mr. Hitter. Mr. Chairman, if I may add one further word, we had 
contemplated that this proposal for the establishment of the filing of 
a State plan of operation under appropriate regulations would ‘also 
provide a medium whereby we could acquire a certain amount of assur- 
ance that the property that has been contributed and will continue 
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to be distributed by State agencies would be effectively continued in the 
educational or health utilization for which it was distributed. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, isn’t it pretty fair to assume that the insti- 
tutions that would benefit would continue with the use of any prop- 
erty for the purposes donated ? 

Mr. Hitter. Well, it is a fair assumption, sir. But I feel—and I 
think it is a necessary concomitant responsibility of the donation pro- 
gram—that we should make certain that the property is continued in 
use for whatever period of time is the appropriate one. 

Mr. McCormack. Did your Department enter into discussion with 
the Defense Department when they promulgated the order about a 
year ago? 

Mr. Hier. Well, sir, a letter was written by Mrs. Hobby to Secre- 
tary Wilson back in March, March 11 of 1954, I believe, in reply to 
which we received a letter from the Assistant Secretary, Mr. McNeil. 
I am afraid I don’t have the date of the letter, but it was read this 
morning, or an extract was read this morning. And thereafter a long 
series of meetings took place between the interested agencies along 
with other Government agencies in an attempt to work out the pro- 

»osed amendments to the regulation mentioned in Secretary Wilson’s 
letter. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Secretary, you made reference to expend- 
able property. How would you define or determine expendable 
property ? 

Mr. Frazier. Sir, we haven’t worked out the firm language that 
we expect to use in defining expendable and nonexpendable property. 
We did, though, have a committee appointed of 3 of our regional 
people to meet with 3 of the State agency people, and they have come 
up with their recommendations, which we are now considering. 

Mr. McCormack. I note that there are indications from a response 
received from the Office of the Secretary of Defense that they propose 
that the HEW buy property from the Department of Defense for do- 

ation purposes. You have heard of such a proposal or suggestion, 
haven't you? 

Mr. Frazier. Well, there have been various suggestions made as to 
the possibility of purchasing; yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you think of such an idea? 

Mr. Frazier. Well, I don’t believe it would be satisfactory. There 
are many States, and many institutions in the States, that are limited 
by law and can’t enter into a purchasing arrangement such as would 
be necessary to buy property from the Department of Defense. 

And again, during war-assets days, when in the early part of the 
program quite a lot of property was sold at a discount it became quite 
unsatisfactory, because the priorities were being abused. And I just 
don’t think it would be a very satisfactory solution to a problem such 
as this. 

Mr. Extensocen. I believe that the proposal is not that the States, 
but that the HEW, the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, receive appropriations for the purchase of this property. Is that 
right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. I am in agreement with you. I just asked, for 
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the record. In case there was any such suggestion as that, I assume 
that the HEW Department would oppose it, would not favor it. 

Is that correct, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Mintener. We haven’t discussed that, Mr. Chairman, but it 
would be my offhand opinion that it would be. 

Mr. McCormack. I understand it was in a letter received this 
morning. 

Mr. Ex.enspocen. May I ask, Mr. Chairman, does that propose that 
the Department of Defense receive appropriations which would be 
available for the purchase of this property—which would be available 
to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare for the purchase 
of this property from the Department of Defense? 

Mr. McCormack. We have a letter here from Richard A. Buddeke 
which says, in part : 

We recommend that if the bill is considered favorably by your committee, that 
the following amendments be made thereto: 

After line 17, page 3, insert the following: ‘‘Appropriations of funds of the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, shall be available for reimburse- 
ment to the Department of Defense for the value, as determined pursuant to 
regulations of the Secretary of Defense, of property donated pursuant to 
section 203 (j) (1) of this Act.” 

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. I suppose really what that amounts to in essence 
is a way of showing the cost of this program to the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. McCormack. I suppose you would want to study that further. 

Have you any comment to make on that suggestion now? 

Mr. Mrinrener. Having our difliculties about our own appropria- 
tions, I think that would add to them, Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. ExLLensocen. It seems like a circuitous way of showing the cost 
of the program. 

Mr. McCormack. It would be the most effective way of defeating 
the program, in my opinion. 

Did your Department, Mr. Secretary, endeavor to have the Depart- 
ment of Defense relax the scope of regulation 7420.1 ? 

Mr. Mrinrener. As I understand, that was the purpose of some 30 or 
40 meetings that have been held, at least, to try to work out a solution 
which they thought was desirable, and that was with the Bureau of the 
Budget, too. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there any further observation, Mr. Secretary, 
that you or any of your assistants desire to make? We would be glad 
to receive them. 

Mr. MInTENER. Does anybody have any suggestions? After study- 
ing this report, if we have anything further, we will be glad to give it 
to you. 

Mr. McCormack. Without bothering you, whom might we contact? 

Mr. Mrnvener. I would contact Mr. DeCamp, who is the director of 
our field administration. If he is not there, contact Mr. Frazier or Mr. 
Hiller, who is the lawyer. 

Mr. McCormack. They will be contacted very quickly. 

Mr. Mintener. I think Mr. Ward knows all of them. 
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Mr. McCormack. I want to thank you, gentlemen, on behalf of the 
committee. 

I realize that you have not had the advantage of that testimony, 

. rr : . 2 
Mr. Jonas. The testimony was that, in substance, they agree with the 
purpose of the bill. They suggested some amendments. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not care to ask any questions now. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you again, very much. I again wish to 
express to you the eres of the subcommittee for the fine cooper- 
ative spirit evidenced by you, Mr. Secretary, and your assistants. 

Mr. Mintener. Thank you very much. Thank you for the oppor- 
tunity of being here. 

May I file this now with you? 

Mr. McCormack. By all means. 

Mr. Minrener. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. The letter from Secretary Hobby will be made a 
part of the record here. 

(The letter from Secretary Hobby to the Honorable William L. 
Dawson, chairman of the Committee on Government Operations, is 
as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF TIEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, February 14, 1955. 
Hon. Witt1AmM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. CHaArRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 1, 
1955, for a report on H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the pro- 
gram for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public-health 
purposes. 

This bill would make several amendments to the provisions of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

1. Section 1 (a) of the bill would insert the following new sentence at the 
beginning of paragraph (2) of section 203 (j) of the act: “No property (includ- 
ing property capitalized in a working-capital fund) shall be sold under this or any 
other Act as surplus property until it has been determined whether or not such 
property is usable and necessary for educational purposes or public health pur- 
poses, including research.” 

The purpose of this amendment is to overcome the effect of an interpretation 
placed by the Department of Defense on section 405 of the National Security Act 
Amendments of 1949 (Public Law 216, S8list Cong.), to the effect that property 
included in the several stock funds or working-capital funds established within 
that Department must, upon becoming surplus, be sold and the proceeds thereof 
be deposited to the credit of the appropriate fund, and that such property may 
not be made available for donation for educational or public-health purposes 
under section 2083 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. 
That interpretation is embodied in Defense Department Directive No. 7420.1, 
dated February 1, 1954. 

In view of your committee’s familiarity with this interpretation and its rela- 
tion to the program for donation of surplus personal property for educational 
or public-health purposes, we shall not burden this report with an account of the 
history of this interpretation and of its relation to the intent of the Congress 
in the enactment of the donation program. Suffice it to say that surplus property 
of the Department of Defense has been the major source of property for the 
purposes of the donation program and that the impact of this interpretation 
upon the continued operation of the donation program is becoming increasingly 
serious and may eventually, to all intents and purposes, completely disrupt the 
program. 

We, therefore, endorse the purposes of section 1 (a) of the bill to clarify sec- 
tion 208 (j) of the act so as to remove any doubt as to the availability of property 
in stock funds or working-capital funds for donation purposes under the program. 

We believe, however, that the particular phrasing of the proposed amendment 
to section 208 (j) (1) may go further than intended. As it stands, it is open to 
the interpretation that it would deprive the Administrator of General Services 
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of his basic discretion which he has under the express provisions of section 203 
(j) (1). We, therefore, suggest that, instead of the amendment to paragraph 

of section 203 (j) (1) contained in section 1 (a) of the bill, the committee 
substitute an amendment to section 208 (j) (1), which would merely insert the 
following after the words “executive agency” in such paragraph: “, including 
property capitalized in a working-capital fund,” 

2. Section 1 (b) of the bill would change section 203 (j) (2) of the act, so that 
determinations whether surplus property is usable and necessary for educa- 
tional or public-health purposes could be made either directly by the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare as at present, or could, instead of being made 
by the Secretary, be made “under regulations issued by the Secretary,” presum- 
ably by other agencies authorized by the Secretary. (At the same time the amend- 
ment would bring the text of sec. 208 (j) up to date by substituting the Secretary 
for the Federal Security Administrator. ) 

The purpose of this amendment, insofar as it would permit determinations of 
these educational and health questions by some other agency, is not clear to us. 
It may have been intended as merely ancillary to the stock-fund amendment, so 
as to make clear that (under the regulations of the Secretary) surplus personal 
property plainly unsuited for educational or health purposes—e. g., combat ves- 
sels, tanks, ete.—need not be referred to this Department for screening and 
determination under section 203 (j). Such categorical exemptions, however, 
can be, and are, established by regulations issued by the Administrator of Gen- 

ral Services. If section 1 (a) of the bill is amended as above suggested, these 
regulations of the Administrator could, clearly, apply equally to stock-fund 
property. 

Again, if the purpose of section 1 (b) of the bill is to permit delegation of this 
Department’s responsibilities under section 203 (j) to some other department 
or agency, we believe that the amendment is likewise undesirable. This is true 
because delegation of this responsibility to another agency would be inconsistent 
with the purpose of the Congress in vesting this responsibility in this Department 
because of its special competence in the fields of education and health. 

3. The purpose of section 2 of the bill, as we understand it, is to prohibit, for 
the future, the placing of any restrictions or conditions on the utilization of 
donated surplus personal property which are designed to assure that the property 
donated is actually used for the education or public-health purposes for which the 
property was given. (Section 2 of the bill seeks to achieve its purpose by amend- 
ing section 203 (k) (2) of the act by limiting its application to “real property” 
instead of having it apply to all “property.” The actual amendment contained 
in section 2 of the bill may be technically inadequate to carry out its purpose.) 

Section 5 of the bill, which is a transitional provision, would, effective 1 year 
after the enactment of the bill, terminate all restrictions or conditions on surplus 
personal property donated prior to the enactment of the bill. 

We believe that the enactment of the amendments proposed by sections 2 and 5 
would make it impossible to assure that surplus personal property will be actually 
devoted to the uses intended by the Congress. This would open the door to serious 
abuses. 

Briefly stated, the regulations now in force require that personal property 
donated under section 203 (j) be placed in actual use by the donee within 12 
months after the transfer, and that, when placed in use, the property be used 
solely for educational or public-health purposes, us specified in the instrument 
of donation. These restrictions upon use remain effective for 4 years after use 
of the property by the donee has commenced. 

We have been exploring earnestly for some time the possibility of improving 
our regulations on this subject so as to limit restrictions on the use of donated 
property insofar as reasonably consistent with the purpose of the donation. 
To this end, we are now in the process of revising the applicable provisions of 
the manual governing this matter. The improvements will be primarily of two 
kinds. In the first place, we intend to relax the accountability of donees with 
respect to expendable property. In the second place, we intend to reduce the 
period of restricted use on motor vehicles from 4 to 2 years. 

No doubt other improvements, both in the content and period of lim itations 
on the use of personal property, and in the administration of our compliance 
enforcement responsibility, will be found. With respect to the latter, the pro- 
vision of the bill on cooperative agreements, discussed below, should be very 
helpful. The complete elimination of these safeguards, however, could under- 
mine the integrity of the personal-property donation program. 
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4. Section 3 of the bill would authorize this Department, “or the head of any 
Federal agency designated by the Secretary,” to enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with State departments of education or health, and with other State 
agencies, “which are responsible for carrying out in the States the program for 
the utilization of surplus property for educational purposes and health purposes 
provided for in” section 203 (j) or (k). Such cooperative agreements could 
provide that either the Federal agency or the State agency would assume re- 
sponsibility for a part of the duties of the other agency relating to the program, 
and that either agency would make available to the other such property, per- 
sonnel, or funds as might be necessary to enable it to perform such duties. 

Final responsibility for determining whether surplus personal property is 
usable and necessary for educational or public-health purposes, and for alloca- 
tion of such property, rests with this Department. To assist us in discharging 
our responsibility, we now have existing arrangements with a number of State 
agencies, under which these agencies furnish valuable information in connec- 
tion with the performance of their own functions under the program. However, 
certain legal doubts have arisen as to the extent to which the Department could 
accept additional services of such agencies to assist in the performance of Fed- 
eral functions. Also, it has been found desirable, but not legally feasible, to 
assign space to representatives of such agencies in the Department’s regional 
offices for the purpose of assisting the Department in more effectively discharg- 
ing its responsibilities under the program. These doubts and impediments would 
be removed by the proposed amendment. 

In order to make this provision of the bill fully effective, and also in order to 
place existing Federal-State relationships under this program on a sounder and 
firmer basis, we believe that section 203 (j) should be further amended so as to 
require that, as a condition of participation of a State agency in this program, 
there must be in effect a cooperative agreement between the Secretary and the 
agency, such as would be authorized by this bill. These agreements could be 
utilized as a device for further strengthening the responsibilities of State agencies 
and reducing the administrative burden at the Federal level, by including in 
such agreements provisions for utilizing the State agency to the optimum extent 
in the policing and enforcement of compliance, by donees, with the terms and 
conditions placed on the use of donated property. This should at the same time 
make such enforcement more effective and more acceptable to the donees. The 
ultimate enforcement, as well as the establishment, of terms and conditions 
governing the use of donated property should, however, remain the responsibility 
of this Department. 

The provision for cooperative agreements in the bill could, no doubt, also be 
improved in its technical respects. For example, there is no need for the inclu- 
sion of authority for the utilization of this Department by State agencies, or 
for the inclusion of the provision which would empower the Secretary to author- 
ize the head of any other Federal agency to enter into cooperative agreements 
with State agencies. Also, the provision should not permit any inference that 
this Department can, through such agreement, divest itself of ultimate responsi- 
bility for any function vested in it. We should be glad, if so desired, to have 
our technical staff work with the committee or its staff in perfecting this and 
other technical provisions of the bill. 

5. Section 4 of the bill would make a technical amendment to section 602 
(d) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, so as to make 
clear that the stock fund amendment to the act is not intended to affect the 
exemption of certain specified programs (carried on under other laws) from 
the act. This amendment may need rephrasing if our suggestion with respect 
to the stock fund amendment is adopted, but we would defer to the views of the 
General Services Administration as to the necessity for, and desirable phrasing, 
of section 4 of the bill. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it perceives no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee but that such advice should not 
be construed as implying any commitment as to the relationship of the bill to 
the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oveta CuLp Hospy, 
Secretary. 


Mr. McCormack. We will next hear from Mr. Harold L. Pearson, 
the Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget. The subcommit- 
tee is very glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. PEARSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Pearson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
We have not prepared a statement, Mr. Chairman. The position 
of the Bureau of the Budget was made known in a letter delivered 
this morning to Chairman Dawson, and upon which we thought we 
might then attempt to answer any questions. 

Mr. Warp. We got it this noon. 

Mr. Pearson. You did get it? 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, you prepared the answers to the 
questions. 

Mr. Pearson. We prepared no statement. We said all that we knew 
in the letter. 

Mr. McCormack. My understanding is that the report of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget is substantially in favor of the legislation; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, I think that embraces too many subjects to give 
a categorical “yes” or “no” answer. 

Mr. McCormack. I appreciate that fact. That is why I used the 
word “substantially.” You can qualify it. 

Mr. Pearson. There are at least 5 issues involved in the 5 amend- 
ments within the proposed legislation. 

Mr. McCormack. Would it be fairer to say that the Bureau of 
the Budget does not look with disfavor upon the purposes of the 
bill ? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, there again, the purposes seem to be multiple. 
That part of the purpose which would consider surplus property 
accounted for within stock funds, in the same manner as other surplus 
property, if that is what the amendment contemplates, has the sup- 
port of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I am not sure that section 1 of the amendment accomplishes that, 
if that is in fact the intention. 

The manner in which section 1 is written, however, we believe will 
not accomplish the purpose of considering stock funds surplus prop- 
erty in exactly the same category as nonstock fund surplus property 
and would result, we believe, in an unfortunate delay. We believe 
the wording of this section would result in an unfortunate delay due 
to the procedural requirements which would precede the disposal of 
any surplus property, whether it were of the nature that could be 
used by schools or educational institutions, or not. 

Section 1 of the bill, if I may read a couple of paragraphs from the 
letter, although if the letter has had circulation I might save your 
time. 

Mr. McCormack. I have not seen the letter yet. I do not think 
that any other member has. It only arrived at noontime. 

Mr. Pearson. We sent it up just ‘before noon. 

Mr. McCormack. That is no criticism one way or the other. Would 
you mind reading the letter? 

Mr. Pearson. Y es, sir. 

This is in reply to your letter of February 1 which requested a report and 
comments from the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 3322— 
and describes the title. 

59322—55 
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It appears that H. R. 3322 is intended primarily to settle the questions which 
have arisen as to whether surplus property carried in revolving stock funds 
is available for donation in the same manner as other personal property. Ordi- 
narily the system of accounting for and managing property should not deter- 
mine whether the property is eligible for donation. The Bureau recognizes, 
however, that the Department of Defense is required to attain improved man- 
agement of its property through the use of revolving stock funds. The success- 
ful use of such funds depends in some degree upon the extent to which their 
capital is maintained unimpaired. Since administrative reconciliation appar- 
ently cannot be achieved between the objectives of the donation program and 
the objectives of the revolving stock funds, action by the Congress may be 
necessary to clarify its intent on this issue. 

Section 1 of the bill would prevent the Government from selling any of its 
surplus personal property until the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare had determined whether it was usable and necessary for educational 
or public health purposes. The bill would not require donation after such de- 
termination had been made, however, and the language of this section fails to 
clarify the intent of the Congress with respect to the donability of stock-fund 
property. 

The Bureau is opposed to the provisions of this section as now written because 
it would complicate and delay the orderly disposal of all surplus property by 
requiring a prior review of all property, regardless of whether it is usable and 
necessary for educational or public-health purposes and regardless of whether 
it is carried in a working capital fund. 

If we are correct in believing that H. R. 3322 is intended primarily to make 
clear that stock-fund property is donable for education and public-health pur- 
poses we believe this objective could be accomplished without disrupting the 
orderly disposal of all surplus property. As an alternative, we suggest that 
section 2083 (j) (1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, be further amended by adding a sentence stating that 
surplus personal property capitalized in working capital funds shall be considered 
as donable on the same basis as other surplus personal property. 

Section 2 of the bill would eliminate the authority of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to enforce compliance on the part of donees with restric- 
tions placed on the use or sale of Surplus personal property at the time of dona- 
tion. We would endorse this provision of the bill provided it is made clear that 
the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare would con- 
tinue to have (a) responsibility for determining the need and usability of surplus 
property prior to its donation; and (b) for taking steps to assure that State 
agencies have adequate and effective systems for distributing such property to 
qualified users. 

Section 3 of the bill would authorize the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to enter into cooperative agreements with the State agencies for carry- 
ing out the donation program. The language would permit employees of State 
agencies and those of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
perform each other’s duties. The Bureau does not object to cooperative agree- 
ments permitting cross-servicing with respect to service functions and routine 
operations provided there are adequate fiscal controls. 

The Bureau is strongly opposed, however, to arrangements which could be 
authorized by this section permitting delegation to State agencies of basic Fed- 
eral functions, such as the allocation of property for donation, the determination 
of the need and usability of property for educational and health purposes or 
the performance of essential inspections and audits of the State systems. 

Section 4, which would continue exemptions specified in section 602 (d) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
appears to be unnecessary but we do not object to it. 

The effect of section 5 is to supplement the provisions under section 2 by placing 
a 1-year statute of limitations on the enforcement of restrictions upon the use 
of property previously donated. The purpose of this provision seems to us to 
be sound, but it should be amended so as not to affect criminal or civil judicial 
proceedings already commenced prior to the enactment of the bill. 

We are of the opinion that H. R. 3322, if amended by suggestions along the 
lines proposed above, would clarify the question of applicability of the donable 
property program to surplus property carried in working capital funds and 
would provide other administrative improvements in the donable property 
program. 
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That is a long-winded way of saying that I could not answer “yes” 
or “no,” because we have viewpoints on both sides of the question. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Pearson, when I said “substantial agree- 
ment,” I was basing it upon information that I had received. 

I think the letter from the Bureau of the Budget is a very frank one, 
like the one from Mrs. Hobby’s Department. 

Based on this letter, so far as 1 am concerned, there is no need 
of my asking you any questions. The letter is very clear. The position 
of the Bureau, to the extent that I agree with it, where the Bureau 
disagrees with the purposes of the bill, those are areas of differences 
that might be worked out. ‘ 

We have a very frank report from Mrs. Hobby and her Department. 

Might I suggest that the representatives of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, get together 
and prepare a bill to submit to us for consideration. 

Mr. Pearson. We would be very happy to undertake our share 
of that assignment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Chairman, would you yield ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. I was going to make a comment, instead of asking a 
question. As I heard the letter read, I do not feel that there is any 
substantial disagreement. I thought the objections were to the lan- 
guage or the technical part. 

Mr. Pearson. It is to the draftsmanship of the bill, rather than to 
the substance of the bill that we address ourselves, and to the basic 
underlying philosophy that self-inspection, self-audit, is poor practice, 
and that we should retain in complete Federal control the inspection 
and audit of the distribution to qualified donees of property so 
donated. 

Mr. McCormack. Recognizing, I suppose, that too long a period is 
undesirable. 

Mr. Pearson. I believe so; yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. But still, the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Mintener, 
indicated that they are considering now a change in the regulations. 
You heard him testify to that effect ? 

Mr. Pearson. I heard part of it; yes, sir. 

We believe that clear title should pass at some proper time on don- 
able property. We believe, however, that until title clearly passes, 
supervision by inspection and audit should remain a Federal respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. I have just one, Mr. Chairman. 

In the second paragraph of the letter you state that the successful 
use of such funds depends in some degree on the extent to which their 
capital is maintained unimpaired. 

In the disposal of surplus, is it possible to maintain the capital on a 
capitalized inventory base ? 

Mr. Pearson. Not 100 percent. 

Mr. Moss. Even relatively unimpaired, when your recovery is only 
about. 6 to 10 cents on the dollar? 

Mr. Pearson. To that extent, the impairment is a complement of 
that figure—the difference between that and 100 percent. 
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Mr. Moss. There is substantial impairment of the capitalization at 
that point? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. We have maintained consistently from the 
very beginning that the position of the Department of Defense in this 

matter was straining at a small percentage rather than the basic sub- 
stance of their position. We have not been able to prevail. 

Mr. Moss. When we compare what is recovered in the type of dis- 
posal program now in use and a donable program, we are actually 
straining a gnat’s eyebrow because the differences are minute. 

Mr. Pearson. On some items of merchandise we are, but on others 
we are not. 

Mr. Moss. But what would the average be ? 

Mr. Prarson. I think it is dangerous to use “averages” because, on 
the one hand, we are considering the acquisition value of a complex 
electronic high-speed cannon, let us say, sold for scrap iron, and on 
the other hand we are considering br and new, still originally pack- 
aged, mimeograph paper, let us say, having essentially full civilian 
utilization, and something like that in value. 

Mr. Moss. Do we get anywhere near civilian value in offering these ? 

Mr. Pearson. It ranges all over, from very low, like the scrap value, 
to considerably more than cost value, in some instances. Averages 
are misleading, except to give a composite impression of aggregate 
insignificance of effect in total. 

Mr. Moss. Fi iguring the exact amount that has gone into this pro- 
gram for use by the schools and hospitals, the total realization by 
the Department or by a Department upon disposing of surplus would 
not be materially affected by the donable surplus program, would it ? 

Mr. Pearson. My impression, or our impression, is that the stock 
fund regulations issued by the Department of Defense in February, 
1954, and unfortun: itely approved at that time, or just prior to that 
time by the Bureau of the Budget—but approved by the Bureau of 
the Budget with consideration only of their accounting solidness and 
significance not that it occurred to anybody then and there, that it 
had an implication beyond that—when that implication became clear 
we took the position in June of last year, and have tried repeatedly 
since then to accomplish an administrative reconciliation to reverse 
the position of the February 1 directive without success. 

We are in a position to approve or disapprove that which is pre- 
sented to us in this matter. We are not in a position to initiate a 
mandatory requirement for a different viewpoint, especially when 
legal issues are involved, as they are in this matter. 

“Mr. Moss. Of course, this program is a matter of choice by the 
Defense Department and not a matter of mandatory requirement. 

Mr. Pearson. That is right, but we have not felt that we should 
mandatorily require the Defense Department to abandon a conscien- 
tiously held position. Rather, as we cleared their comments for this 
committee, that they should be given every opportunity to express 
their earnestly held viewpoints. And you gentlemen weigh care- 
fully the opposing views and reach the conclusion as to your recom- 
mendations. 

Mr. Moss. I merely wanted to try to establish the fact that they 
would not be successful in avoiding substantial impairment of their 

capitalized inventories. 

Mr. Pearson. There would be a certain loss. 
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Mr. Moss. Or obsolescence. 
Mr. Prarson. The loss is incurred at the time of procurement or 
during use, or at the time passage that brings about obsolescence. 

Mr. Moss. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

Mr. McCormack. No; thank you, Mr. Pearson. 

Mr. Ward will make contact with you and the other agencies, so 
that your representatives can get together with him to see if the dif- 
ferences can be ironed out. 

I might say that the these hearings have proeeeded much quicker 
than expected, due to the cooperation of yourself and Mrs. Hobby’s 
Department. I think that we have clarified the atmosphere, on what 
we ought to be able to develop, the end that we all desire, and to con- 
tinue under healthy conditions the donable program. 

Mr. Pearson. It is our sincere hope that you would accord to the 
viewpoint of the Department of Defense the same objective reception 
that you have to the other viewpoints, because they are held sincerely. 

Mr. McCormack. I am a great believer in a powerful military or- 
ganization in these days, but on this particular subject I am going to 
listen to them with caution. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, the report from the Comp- 
troller General will be inserted in the record at this point, as well as 
the report from the Treasury Department, as well as a report from the 
President of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
as well as a report from the Veterans’ Administration. 

(The reports are as follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, February 14, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of February 1, 1955, 
acknowledged by telephone February 3, requesting a report on the bill H. R. 3322, 
84th Congress, ist session, entitled “A bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the 
program for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health 
purposes.” 

It is understood that the amendment proposed by section 1 (a) of the subject 
bill is to insure the inclusion within the provisions of section 203 (j) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 386), as 
amended by section 4 of Public Law 754, approved September 5, 1950 (64 Stat. 
579), of all property determined to be usable and necessary for educational pur- 
poses or public health purposes, including research, particularly property capi- 
talized in working-capital funds such as those authorized to be established in 
the Department of Defense under authority of section 405 of the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947, as added by section 11 of Public Law 216, approved August 10, 
1949 (63 Stat. 587). In our opinion, the language of the amendment appears to 
be sufficient to accomplish the intended purpose. 

The change proposed by section 1 (b) of the bill would bring the provisions of 
section 203 (j) of the act in accord with Reorganization Plan No. 1, dated March 
12, 1953 (67 Stat. 631), which abolished the Federal Security Agency and trans- 
ferred all functions of the Federal Security Administrator to the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Also, the proposed addition of “, or under 
regulations issued by,” would enable the Secretary to prescribe standards under 
which Government agencies may make determinations whether surplus property 
is usable and necessary for educational purposes and public health purposes, 
including research, and thus provide an alternative to the present requirement 
that such determination be made by the Secretary. 
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Under the terms of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, surplus property is transferred to educational and medical 
institutions for specified uses, subject to various terms, conditions, and reser- 
vations. Section 208 (k) (2) of the act permits the head of the interested Gov- 
ernment agency, subject to disapproval by the Administrator of General Services, 
to enforce compliance with such terms, conditions, or reservations; to reform, 
correct, or amend the instruments of transfer; and to grant releases (including 
conveyances by quitclaim deed, in the case of real estate) from such conditions, 
reservations, and restrictions to the original transferee or to another eligible 
user. The amendment proposed by section 2 of the bill to insert “real” immedi- 
ately before “property” where it appears in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
section 203 (k) (2) would remove the present authority outlined above with 
respect to personal property. While the desirability of placing conditions or 
restrictions on the use of surplus personal property by educational and health 
institutions, and the authority to enforce compliance, is primarily a matter for 
determination by the Congress, experience in the surplus-property program has 
illustrated the need for certain measures of control by the Federal Government 
to insure against the channeling of surplus property to uses not contemplated 
in the transfer agreements. In this connection, many instances of unauthorized 
use were brought out in the hearings held April 20—24, 1953, on the donable 
surplus property program before a subcommittee of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations, House of Representatives, 83d Congress, 1st session, which 
indicated that a tightening rather than relaxation of controls should be under- 
taken. The amendment proposed by section 2 of the bill would, in our opinion, 
not be in the interest of protecting the disposal program as contemplated by the 
act since it divests the Federal Government of its present authority to enforce 
compliance with the uses for which surplus personal property is made available 
for educational and health purposes. Accordingly, favorable consideration is 
not recommended. 

Section 3 of the bill proposes to amend section 203 of the act by adding a new 
subsection to authorize cooperative agreements between Federal and State 
authorities in the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational 
and health purposes. It provides that such agreements may provide that either 
the Federal agency or the State agency will assume responsibility for a part of 
the duties of the other agency which relates to the program, and that either 
agency will make available to the other agency such property, personnel, or funds 
2s may be necessary to enable it to perform such duties. While it is recognized 
that a successful distribution program would appear to be largely dependent 
upon the fullest cooperation between Federal and State authorities, it is not 
believed that the duties of Federal administration should, by the means of 
cooperative agreements, be vested in State authorities. Particularly is this so 
with respect to the compliance provisions of section 203 (k) of the act, since it 
would place the State agencies in the position of being responsible for enforcing 
compliance with restrictions and conditions placed upon the utilization of prop- 
erty donated for their use. In addition, section 3 would be the basis for requests 
for the appropriation of Federal funds for State use in carrying out any Federal 
responsibilities that may be delegated. In view of the foregoing, favorable 
consideration of section 3 is not recommended. 

Section 4 of the bill would amend section 602 (d) of the act by inserting after 
“Nothing in the act” the following: “(including the first sentence of sec. 208 (j) 
(2).” This change is necessary in order to preserve the saving provisions of 
section 602 (d) in the event the amendment proposed by section 1 (a) of the 
bill is adopted. 

Section 5 of the bill would remove, after the period of 1 year of enactment, the 
existing restrictions or conditions on the utilization of surplus personal property 
previously placed on transfers thereof under authority of the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944, as amended, and section 203 (k) (2) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended. Should the amendment pro- 
posed by section 2 of the bill be adopted, restrictions or conditions on the utiliza- 
tion of surplus personal property would no longer be required. Section 5 is 
therefore proposed for the purpose of releasing the recipients of surplus personal 
property from the restrictions and conditions now in existence under present 
requirements. Our comments regarding section 2 of the bill are equally appli- 
cable to section 5 and accordingly approval is not recommended. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
GENERAL COUNSEL, 
February 9, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 
4, 1955, requesting a statement of this Department’s views on H. R. 3522, to 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to 
improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus property 
for educational and public-health purposes. 

The proposed legislation would make certain changes in the disposition of 
surplus property which is designated for educational or public-health purposes. 
In addition, it would authorize the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
or any other head of a Federal agency designated by that Secretary to enter 
into cooperative agreements with State agencies charged with the utilization of 
surplus property under this program. 

Since this proposed legislation relates to matters not within the jurisdiction 
of this Department, the Treasury does not wish to make any recommendations on 
the merits of the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip W. KENDALL, 
General Counsel. 
FEBRUARY 10, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L, DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. DAwson: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administration Services Act of 
1949, so as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization 
of surplus property for educational and public-health purposes. 

The first section of the bill adds language to section 208 (j) (2) of the act 
which would require that no property including property capitalized in a work 
ing-capital fund, be sold as surplus property until it is determined whether such 
property is usable and necessary for educational or public-health purposes. The 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act does not now spetifically 
mention property capitalized in a working-capital fund. The amendment would 
make clear that such property is subject to the provisions which govern the 
disposal of other Government-owned property as surplus property. 

The second section clarifies language so that it is made clear that it is real 
property rather than property which is the subject of paragraphs (A) and (B) 
of section 203 (k) (2). These paragraphs authorize and direct the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to determine and enforce compliance with 
the terms and conditions of any instrument by which property is transferred 
to States, political subdivisions of States, and tax-supported and other nonprofit 
institutions operated for educational or public-health purposes. 

Section 3 of the bill authorizes the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, or the head of any Federal agency designated by the Secretary, to enter 
into cooperative agreements with State agencies which are responsible for 
carrying out in the States the program for the utilization of surplus property 
for educational and health purposes. Such agreements would provide that either 
the Federal agency or the State agency may assume responsibility for a part of 
the duties of the other agency which relate to such program and that either 
agency may make available to the other agency such property, personnel, or 
funds as may be necessary to enable it to perform such duties. 

Section 4 contains a technical amendment felt to be desirable as a result of 
the amendment made by the first section of the bill. 

Section 5 provides, with respect to surplus personal property donated or sold 
at .a-discount for educational or public-health purposes prior to the enactment. 
of the bill, that no restrictions or conditions on the utilization of such property 
shall remain in effect after 1 year after the enactment of the bill. 

It is believed that the provisions of the bill are desirable with respect to 
the interests of the Federal and State Governments (including the District of 
Columbia). The Commissioners therefore recommend favorable action thereon. 
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Time has not permitted ascertainment of the views of the Bureau of the 
Budget with respect to the contents of this report. 
Yours very sincerely, 
SAMUEL SPENCER, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
February 11, 1955. 
Hon. WILitiAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Dawson: This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1955, request- 
ing a report by the Veterans’ Administration relative to H. R. 3322, 84th Congress, 
a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so 
as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public health purposes. 

The bill proposes to modify the laws relating to the disposition of surplus 
Government property for educational and public health purposes. 

Under section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 (63 Stat. 385), as amended (40 U. S. C. 484), provision is made whereby 
the General Services Administration may, under stated conditions, dispose, or 
direct disposal, of surplus Government real and personal property, determined 
to be usable and necessary for educational or public health purposes, to tax- 
supported and nonprofit educational and medical institutions, either directly or 
through State departments of education or health. The bill proposes to modify 
these provisions of law apparently to require that no surplus property will be 
disposed of until it has been determined whether or not it is usable and necessary 
for educational or public health purposes. H. R. 3322 would also authorize the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, or the head of any Federal agency 
desiznated by the Secretary, to enter cooperative agreements with State depart- 
ments of education or health and with other State agencies responsible for carry- 
ing out the program for the utilization of the mentioned classes of surplus prop- 
erty, whereby either the Federal or State agencies could assume responsibility 
for a part of the duties of the other agency relating to the program, and either 
agency could make property, personnel, or funds available to the other necessary 
to enable it to perform such duties. Section 5 of the bill would also eliminate, 
1 year after the enactment of the bill, any restrictions and conditions which have 
previously been imposed on the utilization of surplus personal property donated 
or sold at a discount for educational or public health purposes. 

With the exception of the first section of H. R. 3322, it appears that enactment 
of the bill would have little, if any, effect on the activities of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. As previously indicated, real and personal property determined 
to be excess to the needs of the Veterans’ Administration is disposed of by, or 
under the direction of, the General Services Administration. Regulations of 
that agency provide in part for the disposition by designated Federal agencies 
of certain personal property excess to the needs of the agency concerned, without 
reporting such property to General Services Administration. 

In connection with the disposition of nonreportable personal property owned 
by the Veterans’ Administration supply fund (established by the Second Inde- 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 187, 193; 38 U. S. C. 12a) ), the 
question arose whether the Veterans’ Administration had to donate it to tax- 
supported and nonprofit educational and medical institutions under subsection 
203 (j) of the Federal Property Act, before offering it for sale. Informal con- 
tact was made with the General Services Administration which advised that they 
would consider issuing regulations clarifying what types of property would be 
regarded as donable property under the mentioned act. Pending the receipt of 
a regulation, the Veterans’ Administration is disposing of surplus personal prop- 
erty owned by its supply fund by means of sale. It appears that the enactment 
of the first section of H. R. 3322 could be urged as a basis for General Services 
Administration to provide in its regulations for the donation for the purposes 
indicated of property owned by a working-capital fund. 

The Veterans’ Administration is opposed in principle to legislation which, if 
enacted, would have the effect of impairing or weakening its supply fund. Based 
on experience, however, it appears that the loss to the supply fund resulting from 















































UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 77 








f the donations which the Veterans’ Administration might be required to make if the 
first section of H. R. 3322 is enacted would be relatively small and, accordingly, 
is not considered a basis for objecting to such enactment. 

‘ Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
bia. no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. PATTERSON, 
Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator). 

955. Mr. Barry. I would like permission to insert the report on behalf 
of the Texas Surplus Property Agency. It covers an entirely dif- 
ferent phase of the situation than I discussed this morning, as chair- 

quest- man of our national association. I think this statement that I want 

gress, to introduce brings out some pertinent points as to the type of prop- 
p40 80 erty that we are losing. 

— Mr. McCormack. Without objection, that will be done, and as a 

irplus part of your original testimony, that is, succeeding your original 
testimony. It will be made a part of the record at that point. 

s Act Mr. Warp. We have Mr. Maxwell Elliott of the GSA here. 

congged Mr. McCormack. We will be very glad to hear from you, Mr. 

mined Elliott. 

Oo tax- 

ina hr STATEMENT OF MAXWELL H. ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GEN- 

All be ERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN 

mage A THOMAS, DIRECTOR OF PERSONAL PROPERTY UTILIZATION 

ataiee DIVISION ; AND LEWIS C. TUTTLE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, PERSONAL 
ner PROPERTY UTILIZATION DIVISION, FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE, 
aon. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

ibility 

either Mr. Exxiorr. Mr. Thomas is with me, Mr. Chairman. He is the 

essary Director of our Personal Property Utilization Division. 

Sen _ We do not have a formal report to present to the committee at this 

nated time for this reason: We had assembled our ideas and comments and 
discussed them with Mr. Mansure, the Administrator, on Friday, which 

‘tment he approved. We then prepared the text of the report, but Mr. Man- 
oa sure is out of town today. He has, as you know, a very deep per- 
by, or sonal interest in bringing efficient businesslike conduct into the busi- 
ons of ness of the Government. He also has a very deep interest in the 
encies health and education of our Nation. Because of that we thought it 
ae advisable for him to see the actual text of the report and look at it be- 
ownst fore we submitted it. 

| Inde- Since Mr. Mansure had approved the basic ideas, they were in- 

)), the corporated in a draft report and on last Friday evening, at the meet- 

oe ing of the Budget Bureau, we left them a draft of the proposed report. 

py I was very happy to hear Mr. Pearson give that report, only in better 
at they language than ours. In other words, our position is substantially that 

vuld be as expressed by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. F 

Paces. We feel that under the act as originally passed, particularly with 

mant the amendment embodied in Public Law 754, 81st Congress, that the 

ervices Federal Property Act is paramount to the stock-fund provisions. 

Irposes (See formal legal opinion of February 18, 1955, of General Counsel 


ich, if of General Services Administration, on this point, appendix IT, p. 315.) 


Bassi I recognize that lawyers will differ. 
g¢ from When Mr. Jonas last year was on the Appropriations Committee, 


he used to ask me why we had so many lawyers in General Services 
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Administration. Well, one of the reasons is that lawyers among the 
executive branch differ in their interpretations, and we have to spend 
a lot of time and work on these things. For that reason, we welcome 
this legislation in order to clarify beyond all doubt the intent of the 
Congress : and to stop the lawyers’ arguments so that then perhaps we 
will “not need so many lawyers in the next period, until the next dis- 
agreement arises. 

There are a couple of comments that I would like to make, if I might, 
sir, that I do not believe were touched upon. 

One is in connection with restrictions. 

Section 5 of the bill as it now reads relates apparently only to restric- 
tions and conditions imposed prior to the enactment of the bill as 
law. 

We in General Services Administration have had some limited ex- 
perience in compliance on restrictions, because as has been testified pre- 
viously, under some of the other laws, the compliance activity was in- 
hasan ‘by General Services Administration. 

rankly, we found that from our limited experience, and we cannot 
ae for HEW, the cost of compliance is not worth the gain. It is 
unworkable and somewhat unrealistic. 

Therefore, we would very frankly recommend the elimination of 
these particular restrictions on particular property, but in lieu there- 
of, so that you would not lose all Federal control, we would suggest 
that the C ongress vest. in the Secretary of Health, Education, and ‘Wel- 
fare an affirmative authority to suspend a State from the donable prop- 
erty list for periods of time when it appears to the Secretary that the 
State was not making proper use of the property donated. 

In other words, as we look at it, the end result would be a self-po- 
licing proposition on the States, and if the State had a bad actor, I just 
feel that the State will know how to take care of its own bad actors. 

At the same time, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
would have authority to call in the State if a State got out of bounds, or 
if a State failed to police itself, and say, “Look, boys, you are getting 
out of bounds,” or, “Some of your people are, get your house cle: ined, 
or we will have to "suspend you from the list until you do remedy the 
situation.” 

That would be our suggestion, sir, for the handling of the restric- 
tions pr ovisions. 

One other aspect that I would like to touch upon, that is, we feel the 
same considerations that apply to stock-fund property with reference 
to the donation program should also apply to utilization of excess 
property. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you mind if we interrupt? Iam sure that Mr. 
Jonas, after we had a little colloquy, both of us have a meeting of the 
minds. Would you want to ask him some questions on that suggestion 
of his? 

Mr. Jonas. I was a bit intrigued at all of this authority that you 

yant to give the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to con- 
trol the States. 

Mr. McCormack. To convict the States. 

Mr. Jonas. To convict them; yes. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Exxiorr. On the contrary, sir; I am afraid I did not make my 
point clear. The Secretary presently does have that authority. I wa 
merely suggesting that the Feamaea make this point clear by maie 
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reference. The point is that now under the present regulations, as was 
brought out by Mr. Barry this morning, restrictions are placed on 
par ticular pieces of property in their use, and the Federal Government, 
through HEW, has to go out of the State, to the local school board in 
the individual school district, and see if they are using that properly. 

And what I was suggesting is that that individual policing of particu- 
lar property be left to the States, and that the Secretary’s sole remedy 
be in effect. to deal with the State and to require the State to police its 
own house and keep it in order. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean instead of undertaking to exercise any police 
powers over the institution that it would deal direc tly with the State? 

Mr. Exxiorr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. You would not go so far as to suspend the State 
getting the benefits? Is not your idea, your suggestion, more on po- 
licing by the State, retaining the power where there is individual vio- 
lations, too, through the State, to reach those individual violations, 
rather than saying to an entire State that, “Your benefits under this 
program are suspended for a week or 2 weeks or a month’’? 

If you did that, we would have another revolution. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Mr. Chairman, it has been done in other programs, as 
you know, sir. 

Mr. McCorx:Ack. I know, but there is a difference—this is much 
different. 

Mr. Jonas. It is not as satisfactory to the States in the others; is it ? 
Mr. Exxiorr. I just feel that under the present system compliance 
by the Federal Government—at least it has been our experience—is 
inadequate because you do not have the staff and you cannot get the 
appropriations for the staff to police every individual piece of prop- 
erty that goes to every institution. At the same time, as long as that 
primary responsibility i is vested in the Federal Government I am not 
sure that the States, not having the responsibility, are fully as diligent 

in keeping their own house in order as they might be. 

I am suggesting, therefore, do not divide the responsibility—make 
the state responsible for the individual violations—but give the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare a little bit of a sanction on 
the State to see that it is done. 

Mr. McCormack. If you have that in mind, instead of imposing 
punishment upon a State as such, and all of the political subdivisions, 
and all of the colleges and the hospitals and the schools that are the 
beneficiaries under this program, would it not be more consistent— 
[ am just exploring now, I am not challenging what you have said— 
with your suggestion that the Secretary of He alth, Education, and 
Welfare would have the power where there is a noncompliance to a 
point where action should be taken to direct the State in relation to 
the particular beneficiary within a State, to say whether it is a college 
or a hospital, that any suspension of the benefits should apply to the 
violator ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. I think there again you are putting the Federal Gov- 
ernment back into the individual compliance business. If I can 
use an analogy—and like all analogies it has many flaws—I think in 
our small law office in General Services Administration, if some of 
the individual attorneys make mistakes of law, draft bad documents, 
it does not seem to me that it is up to Mr. Mansure, the Administrator, 
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to go down himself and find that out and impose the sanctions on the 
particular lawyers. 

He looks to me, and he says to me, “Max you get your law office in 
order or we will get somebody else who can keep it in order.” 

It was that sort of relation that I was suggesting. 

Mr. Jonas. May I interrupt there to ask a question ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. This subject is pretty new to me. Why can we not 
trust the States with this problem? We give as the reason, one of 
the reasons, for this approach that this money was taken from the 
States in the first place. The property belongs to the people. If 
we cannot trust the States, why should we trust somebody working 
for the Federal Government to do it correctly? Why can we not 
just allocate this property to the States on some basis and let them 
administer it? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Could Mr. Thomas answer that question ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes; anybody who can. 

Mr. Exxiorr. He is the operating man. He knows more about 
operations than I ever will. 

Mr. Tuomas. I go back to what Mr. Ward said earlier this morning 
that we are only custodians of the property. 

My own personal opinion is that you can trust the States and that 
you can trust a Federal employee. 

I believe as custodians, however, of this property, being a Federal 
employee, that we should have some means, or there should be some 
means developed—I am open to exploring it—for being able to work 
with the State, turning the property over to them, and that from 
there on the State picks up the responsibility. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Jonas. That was the only question I had. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you be willing to have representatives 
of your legal staff cooperate with the committee through its staff 
member and the other representatives of the legal divisions of the 
other agencies in discussing this? 

Mr. Exx.iorr. We would be very happy to do so. 

Mr. McCormack. I do not see that there are many points of 
difference. As a matter of fact, the area of difference has been re- 
duced considerably. 

Mr. Exxiorr. We would be very happy to work with the staff. I 
would like to make two quick comments, if I might, that they might 
consider. 

One, I think it should be made clear that property that is in trust 
funds—and by trust funds I am talking about money that is derived 
from private sources, such as the Railroad Retirement Board funds— 
should not be subject to donation. There are not many of them 
around the Government, but there is property involved which is not 
the property of all of the taxpayers. It is the property of certain 
individual groups. There is some property of the Federal Reserve 
Board, also, which is another example. It is that type of thing that 
I refer to. They are presently excepted in the act. I think that 
exception should be continued. 

Mr. McCormack. That would be section 4, the protective feature? 

Mr. Barry. Does that become surplus? 
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Mr. Exviorr. That type of property becomes surplus. It does 
become surplus. 

Mr. McCormack. We will keep that in mind. 

Mr. Exuiorr. The bill is not clear on that point. 

The other point that I would like to make, sir, is that we feel 
that the same considerations regarding availability of stock-fund 
property should apply not only to donations, but also to the use of 
excess property by other Federal agencies. In other words, under 
the present law, as we look at it, all property, including stock-fund 
property, is available for transfer, for use among Federal agencies. 
(See appendix IT, p. 313.) 

This is Federal use before it ever becomes surplus. 

The extent of reimbursement for transfer of excess property is 
determined by regulations of the Administrator, as approved by the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. We would like to make it 
clear in any amendment that stock-fund property is not exempted 
from that general rule, but is subject to it, just as well as all other 
properties. 

We think the same reasons apply to both. As long as the com- 
mittee is considering this whole subject, it might be well to clarify 
the intent of the Congress on that point, also. 

Mr. McCormack. General Services has always supported the donor 
program ! 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir; we have. 

Mr. McCormack. And you strongly urge action that will insure 
its integrity and continuance in the future ? 

Mr. Exxuiorr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. THomas. I would like to add a little bit of information on trust 
funds. I can speak from experience because I have been in a field 
office operating the donable-property program. 

There is very little property that does become surplus that would 
be of any great interest, I believe, to the educational people in the prop- 
erties developed out of trust funds, so that it would not cause too much 
of a problem there. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, if I follow what you have just 
said, it is so negligible that we had better not try to legislate on the 
subject in any new bill. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. But to proceed under the organic act as it now 
exists ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Warp. May tf ask a couple of questions? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Warp. Have you made a study of the operation of section 
201 (¢) with respect to the exchange provision of the act, or has anyone 
In your agency ¢ 

Mr. THomMas. We have. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Could you answer that question ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I can answer it, but I would like to have Mr. Tuttle 
answer it, who has been working with that section in developing a very 
detailed regulation which is a revision to a regulation that we have out. 

Mr. Warp. I will repeat my question. Have you made a detailed 
study of the operation of the exchange provision, that is, section 201 
(c) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act; do you 
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feel that some correction needs to be made in the operation under that 
section / 

Mr. Turrte. We have made as comprehensive a study as possible 
with the available staff some months ago, and became convinced that 
certain revisions in the existing General Services Administration 
regulation implementing 201 (c) of the law were advisable, and at 
the same time, in drafting that revision, we also prepared a codifica- 
tion of it. 

At the present moment it is still in draft form, but we do feel it will 
tighten up some of the areas where property is sold under 201 (c) that 
might be considered excess, rather than exchange sale property. 

Mr. Warp. The Administrator does have the authority to set those 
regulations; does he not? 

Mr. Tutrie. Yes; the law reads, “subject to the regulations of the 
Administrator.” 

Mr. Warp. My second question deals with scrap and salvage. Have 
you ever made a study of sales that are being made under scrap and 
salvage to determine whether or not some of that property might be 
usable in the utilization program of Mr. Thomas or with respect to 
the donable program ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I might answer that. Again, as far as funds will 
allow, we have made spotchecks. We have done so in all of our regions. 

As our representatives have visited these areas, there have been 
times when we have located property that was classified at a very low 
condition for which we were successful in getting utilization. In 
general, those cases involve property having high acquisition costs. 
We have many examples of that. If you would like to have some of 
them furnished, we would be glad to do so. 

Mr. Warp. It is not necessary. You have authority there again, 
have you not, to set the regulation ? 

Mr. THomas. We do. 

Mr. Warp. I mention that, Mr. Chairman, because under the cur- 
rent Department of Defense Appropriation Act there is authority to 
convert receipts up to $40 million a year from the sale of scrap and 
salvage to be used in making sales and preparation for sales, and there 
has been some evidence of a downgrading of property in order to put 
it in that classification. That is all. 

Mr. McCormack. That is another subject. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Related to another subject than to this bill. 

Mr. Warp. Yes, but also related to the availability of donable 
property. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Elliott, I have an idea that General Services 
Administration is supposed to be the disposal agency of surplus 
property. 

Mr. Exaz1zorr. That is correct, sir. That is the way this committee 
of the Congress established it in 1949. 

Mr. McCormack. What effect does the Defense Department action 
have on the General Services Administration being the disposal 
agency / 

Mr. Exssorr. As I said earlier, that was a difference of opinion 
between ourselves and the Department of Defense attorneys, and we 
wanted this clarification. 





‘that 


ssible 
that 
ation 
nd at 
jifica- 


t will 
) that 


those 
»f the 
Have 


p and 
rht be 
ect to 


s will 
gions. 
, been 
‘y low 
1. In 
costs. 
me of 


again, 


e cur- 
rity to 
ip and 
| there 
to put 


ll. 


onable 


ervices 
surplus 


:mittee 


action 
isposal 


pinion 
and we 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 83 


Mr. McCormack. I had an idea that you would come up to Con- 
gress for clarification. Was that not the intention about a year ago! 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct, sir. However, I think in fairness to 
everybody, including the Department of Defense and the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and ourselves, as other witnesses have testified, there have been be- 
tween 30 and 40 meetings within the executive branch in order to see 
if a composition of this question could be arrived at. 

As Mr. Pearson said, I think everybody was sincerely trying to do 
it, but there were different points of view: The point of view of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and ourselves, the concept of the donation 
program; the point of view of the Department of Defense, trying to 
preserve the accounting integrity of their stock funds. 

We tried to get it settled among ourselves, sir, before deciding 
whether or not to come to the Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you followed the sales that have been made 
in the last year? 

Mr. Exxrorr. Mr. Thomas has followed those sales and Mr. Tuttle 
can perhaps tell us. 

Mr. McCormack. Can you give us any idea as to the average return 
on the acquisition dollar? 

I mean of the Department of Defense sales. 

Mr. Tuomas. Department of Defense property ? 

Mr. McCormack. And the sales made under that new order. 

Mr. Tuomas. In fiscal 1953 the Department of Defense sold prop- 
erty having an acquisition cost of $549.5 million, and the return on 
that. was 6.8 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. That is gross? 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you broken that gross down to find out what 
the net is? 

Mr. THomas. We cannot get that cost figure. We have not been 
successful in obtaining costs. 

Mr. McCormack. Why not? Let me ask you this first, have you 
tried ? i 

Mr. Tuomas. I will answer it this way, that on a few occasions we 
have been able to make an on-the-spot analysis. For example, in 
August and September of last year, at loeations such as Schenectady, 
Norfolk, and Atlanta. Although I do not have those figures with me, 
I can furnish them to you, sir 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, you say 6.8 gross? 

Mr. Tuomas. Gross return. 

Mr. McCormack. On the acquisition cost? 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. That involves other things—out of that would 
come the expenses, whatever they are sold for by the auctioneers, the 
auctioneer’s charge? 

r . . 

Mr. Tromas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. On top of that would come all of the other ex- 
penses, and then would come the salaries of the employees who are 
paid out of other appropriations; would it not? 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Can you give us any idea what the net return 
to the Government is? 
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Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Ward handed me a tabulation of figures. If I 
can look at them just a second, maybe I will be able to identify it. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. 

Mr. Tuomas. I would have to say that it is substantially less. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you anything for fiscal 1954? 

Mr. Tuomas. On the gross figures, yes, sir. In fiscal 1954 Depart- 
ment of Defense sales, excluding foreign sales, amounted to $1,184,- 
300,000 at acquisition cost, and the gross return on that was 5.7 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you anything on what the gross return is 
on what GSA sold? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. In 1953 we sold property having an acqui- 
sition cost of 1.9 million, and the return was 35.1 percent. 

In fiscal 1954 we sold $5.0 million at acquisition cost, and our return 
was 18.3 percent. 

I just have the first quarter of 1955. We have sold $1.1 million at 
acquisition cost, and our gross return is 29 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. Did you do the selling yourself, your own agency ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; we did. 

Mr. McCormack. No outside costs? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. 

It was planned carefully, and I would say that 99 percent of it was 
sold on the sealed-bid basis. We had no other costs, other than our 
own administrative cost. 

Mr. McCormack. What was the intention of Congress, that the 
General Services Administration should be the disposal agency of all 
surplus property—was that not it? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Did you abdicate your authority ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. I would not say that we abdicated, no, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Or delegated it? 

Mr. Exxrorr. We delegated our authority. 

Mr. McCormack. Why ¢ 

Mr. Exxiorr. It came about in this way, if I can give you a little 
historical background. Somewhat over a year ago the Department 
of Defense came up with their Operation Clean Sweep, which was 
designed to free the military warehouses of a lot of obsolete prop- 
erty. They were working under a very rigid time schedule. Mr. 
Mansure and Mr. Charles Thomas, now the Secretary of the Navy, 
who was then the Assistant Secretary for Supply and Logistics of the 
Department of Defense, worked out an agreement to try out this 
arrangement and see how it would work out, because necessarily when 
you are talking about the disposal of surplus property you have a 
problem that you have another agency trying to assemble property in 
one place. That involves a lot of extra handling and transportation. 

Secondly, there is the problem that if an outside agency goes into a 
military installation where they are not only selling surplus prop- 
erty, but doing a lot of other things at the same time. 

So in any event they agreed to try out this plan. 

I think I should also state, to complete the record, that before that 
and since the beginning of the Federal Property Act, personal prop- 
erty in general has been sold by the so-called holding agencies under 
delegations. 

Mr. McCormack. But with guidance and supervision. 

Mr. Exxiorr. With guidance and supervision, yes. 
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Mr. McCormack. Have they had that here? 

Mr. Exsuorr. Yes, sir. The reason for that initially—the reason 
it was done by the then previous Administrator, who had previously 
been the War Assets Administrator, is that he felt that the then 
volume of surplus property was not large. I am talking about 
1949-50. 

And second, he did not feel that he could get from the Appropria- 
tions Committee sufficient funds to have in General Services Admin- 
istration a large central disposal staff for surplus personal property. 

I might say, to complete the picture, that real property disposal is 
the other way around; that in general is centrally disposed of by 
a General Services Administration staff. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. How do you account for the large gross returns 
on the sales by the General Services Administration as compared with 
the low return for the Defense Department? 

Mr. Enniorr. I would like to pass that question, with your per- 
mission, to Mr. Thomas or Mr. Tuttle. 

Mr. Tuomas. Of course, the amount of property that we sell is com- 
paratively small to what is being disposed of by the Defense Depart- 
ment. Howev er, I will say that ‘the property that we do sell is pretty 
poor, as far as condition is concerned. 

Mr. McCormack. You mean so far as the value is concerned ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I think so. 

Mr. McCormack. But you got a pretty high return. 

Mr. Tuomas. We did. We geta very high return for it. Of course, 
with a little bit smaller volume to h: indle, possibly we give more atten- 
tion to it, and gear it into the right type ‘of market. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you able to do it on a big scale, that is, your 
agency—would you be able to do it ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Not with our present staff. 

Mr. McCormack. No, but with an enlargement of the staff? 

Mr. Tnomas. Surely we could do it with a larger staff. 

Mr. McCormack. Your agence y is especially trained in that par- 
ticular field ? 

Mr. Trromas. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. And you know the business world? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. There is quite a marked difference between get- 
ting 6.8 percent and your higher percentage—you are getting very 
little back. 

Mr. Tuomas. We are not satisfied with that. 

Mr. McCormack. That 6.8 percent is the gross? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. You said “We are not satisfied.” Will you ex- 
plain that? 

Mr. Tuomas. I said that we are not satisfied; I mean that IT was 
speaking for John Thomas. I think that I can also speak for the 
Administrator, because I can say that we are not satisfied in general. 
I believe that the return can be greatly i increased. I believe it can be 
done without any great expenditures of funds. And when I say great 
expenditures I mean in comparison to expenditures that have been 
made in the past. 
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I believe that agencies working closely together and under the 
personal supervision and direction of General Services Administra 
tion can raise that return. I am fully confident of it. 

Mr. McCormack. And do it in quick fashion, too? And in effective 
fashion ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. We will do it in effective fashion and we will do it as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. I was asked to ask a question by Mr. Ward. 
You ask it. 

Mr. Warp. What are the statistics on the return from the sale of 
property by the Atomic Energy Commission—do you have anything 
on that, Mr. Thomas? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, I do, Mr. Ward. I can give you the information 
on that, Mr. Ward, on four auction sales that were held by the Atomic 
Knergy Commission. They sold property at an acquisition cost. of 
$13.6 million, and their gross recovery was 22 percent. 

Mr. Warp. How about the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I do not have any information on the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, Mr. Ward. I understand that their percentage is 
very high. 

I can furnish that for the record, if you would like it. 

Mr. Warp. I do not think that is necessary. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in the returns. I do not 
think that you can get much value out of using a percentage of return. 
That does not mean 1 anything to me unless I know what kind of prop- 
erty is involved. You may have a return of 22 percent, but you may 
he selling very select items. As Mr. Pearson brought out, you may 
have a very expensive piece of electronic equipment or a gun or a tank 
or something of that sort that represents a vast amount of money, but 
vou sell it for scr ap because it has no commercial value whatever. 
That sort of a situation is reflected in statistics when you simply give 
percentages. 

What I started out to ask someone else to comment on is a statement 
in this letter from Mr. McNeil. May I quote this? 

Although the overall percentage of return on sales of stock funds surplus 
material is unavailable, the spot studies made during the field review show that 
sales of selected items of property of a stock fund in which Health, Education, 
and Welfare might be interested in, averages a 40-percent return of original cost 
with individual items ranging from 5.4 percent to 71.8 percent, thus the overall 
recovery of sales of all types of surplus property which averaged a little over 7 
percent of original acquisition costs is not representative of sales of stock-fund 
material. 

I just wonder if you gentlemen have contrary information than 
that, or a different point of view. Are you speaking of the same sort 
of material when you say, “We have been getting a return of 5 or 6.8 
percent,’ > and he says the return is in some cases 40 percent ? 

Mr. Turrie. Mr. Chairman and Congressmen, it is true that I have 
in front of me the survey that you mentioned, and it is based appar- 
ently on a rather small selection of items. I believe we would agree 
that many of the common-use items carried in stock funds are bound 
to have more commercial market value than some of the arms, ammu- 
nition, and implements of war that the Department of Defense is also 
selling. 
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However, under the Department of Defense stock-fund procedures, 
as we understand them, even used property is being brought in under 
such funds for administrative simplicity, and therefore any small 
selection of items and computation of the percentage of return is 
bound to be dangerous. 

The General Services Administration has, in assembling quarterly 
reports of sales of all agencies, attempted in the last 12 months to 
distill out at least all scrap sales, so that we do clarify our percentage 
of gross return to a degree that we think it can be done without devel- 
oping a reporting system which could become completely top-heavy ; 
but even with the distilling out of the figures for scrap in the last half 
of 1954 and the first quarter of 1955, the percentages of returns still 
remain rather low. 

In fiscal 1954 the percentage of gross return was 5.7 for the Depart- 
ment of Defense surplus property. In the first quarter of 1955 it did 
increase to 7.1 percent. Those two figures do not have scrap included 
therein, but when you have a sale in 1 fiscal year of almost $1.2 billion, 
the gentlemen that screened the surplus offerings consistently can tell 
you that you are hard-pressed to think of an item that is not found 
therein, and you are hard-pressed to find a condition that is not found 
therein. A good deal of the property you will find unused in orig- 
inal manufacturers’ cartons. It runs the entire gamut to scrap, as 
you mentioned. 

Mr. Jonas. It would make a little difference to me in my thinking 
on this subject if 5 percent is the average of return, or if 40 percent 
is more nearly accurate. That is the only reason I was pursuing that 
line. 

Mr. McCormick. Have you any opinions on that $1,200 million, as 
to what the General Services Administration might have obtained ? 

Mr. Tutrie. No, sir. 

Mr. Tuomas. We cannot answer that. 

Mr. McCormack. It will be higher than the 6.8 gross average, would 
it not? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; it would. 

Mr. McCormack. Considerable higher? 

Mr. Tuomas. I would think considerably higher. 

Mr. McCormack. That is something that ought to be looked into. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. 

I might say here at this time that up until a very few months ago 
there was in General Services Administration central office one man 
and a girl handling most of the disposal activities. We do have a few 
more people that we have been able to get hold of, a couple of special- 
ists, who have had a good background in disposal. We are going 
as far as we can in working with the disposal agencies to improve the 
disposal method and to develop a higher return. 

Mr. McCormack. I have found that to be so all through the years 
with General Services Administration. . 

Mr. Tuomas. We have in our proposed budget for 1956, which we 
will have hearings on soon, asked for additional people in this field— 
a limited number. We are not asking for many because we feel that 
much can be done even with relatively few. We know where it will 
have to be done. It will have to be done at the field operating level. 
That is where you develop your incentives to get better returns and 
improved sales techniques and methods. 































































































































88 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Jonas. Have you been before the Appropriations Committee 
yet ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Not yet. 

Mr. McCormack. We are always interested in getting the best re- 
turns possible, because it is again the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is true. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any other questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McCormack. If not, thank you very, very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. We have our distinguished collegue from the 
State of Wisconsin, whom the Chair recognizes. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members, my office first heard 
about the matter that is before the committee today, about the 13th of 
October 1954 in a letter from our State Department of Public Instruc- 
tion. 

I will read parts of this letter to the committee, as I think it states 
the facts as seen by the people in Wisconsin. However, I would like 
to put the complete letter into the record later. 

The letter is addressed to myself, and is dated October 13, 1954. It 
reads, in part, as follows: 


We in the Wisconsin State Agency for Surplus Property Utilization are deeply 
concerned over a recently implemented regulation of the Department of Defense 
(Direction 7420.1) which creates a mandatory provision that stock-fund proper- 
ties be sold. I am sure that you, as one of Wisconsin’s Representatives in Con- 
gress, are interested in knowing the effect that this directive is having on the 
program of surplus property utilization as provided in Public Law 152 of the 
Slst Congress. 


I know that the committee knows the pertinent sections referred to 
herein in this letter, and there is no need for me to read them here. 
I will quote further from this letter: 


Until the early part of the present calendar year the program seems to have 
operated much in line with the dictates of Public Law 152 but the decision of 
the Comptroller of the DOD that stock-fund properties must be sold deals a real 
body blow to the program of public benefit utilization, and at the same time 
creates a whole host of other problems which are significant to our national 
welfare, some of which I shall point out as follows: 

1. The mandatory sale of stock-fund properties withholds practically all desir- 
able Department of Defense property from donation to schools and hospitals. 

2. The demand for reimbursement of stock-fund properties discourages maxi- 
mum Federal utilization because the potential users would rather buy new 
property than pay relatively high prices for used and unspecified property. This 
will seriously hamper the program of the General Services Administration in its 
work of effecting maximum utilization of Federal property through intergovern- 
ment agency exchange. 

3. The possible industrial impact caused by the dumping of billions of dollars 
of surplus goods is serious. We are already in a buyer’s market on many goods 
which clearly indicates that the influx of greater supplies will seriously depress 
the market with resultant hardship to both retailers and manufacturers. 

I returned recently from an inspection trip of property in the Chicago area. 
I was much interested in some of the comments which were made on the recent 
sale of property at the Great Lakes Naval Training Station. These are some of 
those remarks: 

“Everything under the sun was offered for sale; trucks, cars, station wagons, 
typewriters, adding machines, duplicators, office supplies, hand tools, dental 
equipment, ete. 
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“The gross receipts from the sale were 17 percent.” 

——— bought a dental chair and unit for $300 which he felt was worth over 
$4,000, a 1942 station wagon for $75, a truck, car, and other miscellaneous items. 
The only thing he intended buying was the dental unit but the truck was so cheap 
that he bought it to haul the dental unit home. 

These were casual remarks but they may be valuable in interpreting the aver- 
age layman’s attitude. 

I was interested because I had been asked by officials at Marquette University, 
the University of Wisconsin, and the State College at Stevens Point as to the 
reason for the sale at Great Lakes of properties, so desperately needed for edu- 
cation and public health, when it seemed that Congress had provided for such 
local utilization under Public Law 152. 

I have been unable to supply the answer. There appears to be nothing in 
Public Law 152 which would preclude the donation of stock-fund properties to 
schools and hospitals. 

Our schools and hospitals are in desperate circumstances from the standpoint 
of rooms and facilities. President Eisenhower recently recognized this educa- 
tional need in one of his addresses and went on to state that it is important that 
we attain a still higher standard of literacy in the United States. 

The program of surplus property utilization has aided over 100,000 United 
States educational and public-health agencies. In the State of Wisconsin well 
over 1,000 schools and hospitals have been helped since the beginning of the ac- 
tivity in 1946. It has met with unqualified approval of the Wisconsin recipients 
as well as the department of public instruction. 

It seems, without doubt, that our Nation’s greatest asset lies in its youth and 
that their education and the protection of the Nation’s health are two of our 
major concerns, and that local utilization of Federal surpluses for health and 
educational purposes will give a far greater return than even the gross figure of 
17 cents on a dollar as quoted earlier in this letter. 

Excerpts from our biennial report of 1952 and 1953 which may prove inter- 
esting to you are enclosed. 

I would also be happy to provide you with statistics showing the extent of 
service rendered to the counties in your district if this information would prove 
interesting to you. 

I sincerely hope that your interest may cause you to look into stock-fund prop- 
erty sales with a question of the Department of Defense as to the justification 
and legal authorization for such sales before compliance with the terms of Public 
Law 152. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR R. PAGE, 
issistant State Superintendent. 
By PALMER O. JOHNSON, 
Supervisor, Surplus Property. 


(The letter referred to, in full, with attachments. is as follows :) 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Madison 2, October 13, 1954. 
Representative LESTER R. JOHNSON, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON : We in the Wisconsin State Agency for Surplus 
Property Utilization are deeply concerned over a recently implemented regulation 
of the Department of Defense (directive 7420.1) which creates a mandatory pro- 
vision that stock-fund properties be sold. I am sure that you, as one of Wiscon- 
sii’s Representatives in Congress, are interested in knowing the effect that this 
directive is having on the program of surplus property utilization as provided 
in Public Law 152 of the 81st Congress. 

I am quoting two pertinent sections of Public Law 152 as follows: 

“Sec. 203. (J) (1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is authorized in his dis- 
cretion to donate for educational purposes or public-health purposes, including 
research, in the States, Territories, and possessions without cost (except for 
costs of care and handling) such equipment, materials, books, or other supplies 
under the control of any executive agency as shall have been determined to be 
surplus property and which shall have been determined under paragraph (2) 
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or paragraph (3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary for educational 
purposes or public-health purposes, including research. 

“Sec. 203. (J) (2) Determination whether such surplus property (except sur- 
plus property donated in conformity with par. (3) of this subsection) is usable 
and necessary for educational purposes or public-health purposes, including 
research, shall be made by the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs and utiliza- 
tion for transfer by the Administrator of General Services to tax-supported 
medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, schools, 
colleges, and universities, and to other nonprofit medical institutions, hospitals, 
clinics, health centers, schools, colleges, and universities which have been held 
exempt from taxation under section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code, or to 
State departments of education or health for distribution to such tax-supported 
and nonprofit medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school 
systems, schools, colleges, and universities; except that in any State where 
another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer 
shall be made to said agency for such distribution within the State. 

Until the early part of the present calendar year the program seems to have 
operated much in line with the dictates of Public Law 152 but the decision of 
the Comptroller of the DOD that stock-fund properties must be sold deals a real 
body blow to the program of public benefit utilization, and at the same time 
creates a whole host of other problems which are significant to our national 
welfare, some of which I shall point out as follows: 

1. The mandatory sale of stock-fund properties withholds practically all desir- 
able Department of Defense property from donation to schools and hospitals. 

2. The demand for reimbursement of stock-fund properties discourages maxi- 
mum Federal utilization because the potential users would rather buy new 
property than pay relatively high prices for used and unspecified property. 
This will seriously hamper the program of the General Services Administration 
in its work of affecting maximum utilization of Federal property through inter- 
government agency exchange. 

3. The possible industrial impact caused by the dumping of billions of dollars 
of surplus goods is serious. We are already in a buyer’s market on many goods 
which clearly indicates that the influx of greater supplies will seriously depress 
the market with resultant hardship to both retailers and manufacturers. 

I returned recently from an inspection trip of property in the Chicago area. 
I was much interested in some of the comments which were made on the recent 
sale of property at the Great Lakes Naval Training Station. These are some 
of those remarks: 

“Everything under the sun was offered for sale; trucks, cars, station wagons, 
typewriters, adding machines, duplicators, office supplies, hand tools, dental 
equipment, ete. 

“The gross receipts from the sale were 17 percent.” 

= bought a dental chair and unit for $300 which he felt was worth over 
$4,000, a 1942 station wagon for $75, a truck, car, and other miscellaneous items. 
The only thing he intended buying was the dental unit but the truck was so cheap 
that he bought it to haul the dental unit home.” 

These were casual remarks but they may be valuable in interpreting the aver- 
age layman’s attitude. 

I was interested because I had been asked by officials at Marquette Univer- 
sity, the University of Wisconsin, and the State College at Stevens Point as to 
the reason for the sale at Great Lakes of properties, so desperately needed for 
education and public health, when it seemed that Congress had provided for such 
local utilization under Public Law 152. 

I have been unable to supply the answer. There appears to be nothing in 
Public Law 152 which would preclude the donation of stock-fund properties to 
schools and hospitals. 

Our schools and hospitals are in desperate circumstances from the standpoint 
of rooms and facilities. President Eisenhower recently recognized this educa- 
tional need in one of his addresses and went on to state that it is important that 
we attain a still higher standard of literacy in the United States. 

The program of surplus-property utilization has aided over 100,000 United 
States educational and public-health agencies. In the State of Wisconsin well 
over 1,000 schools and hospitals have been helped since the beginning of the 
activity in 1946. It has met the unqualified approval of the Wisconsin recipients 
as well as the department of public instruction. 

It seems, without doubt, that our Nation’s greatest asset lies in its youth, 
and that their education and the protection of the Nation’s health are two of our 
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major concerns, and that local utilization of Federal surpluses for health and 
educational purposes will give a far greater return than even the gross figure of 
17 cents on a dollar as quoted earlier in this letter. 

Excerpts from our biennial report of 1952 and 1953, which may prove interest- 
ing to you, are enclosed. 

I would also be happy to provide you with statistics showing the extent of 
service rendered to the counties in your district if this information would prove 
interesting to you. 

I sincerely hope that your interest may cause you to look into stock-fund 
property sales with a question of the Department of Defense as to the justification 
and legal authorization for such sales before compliance with the terms of 
Publie Law 152. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR R. PAGE, 
Assistant State Superintendent. 

PALMER QO. JOHNSON, 

Supervisor, Surplus Property. 


SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Elroy, Wis.—Yes, Elroy, Wis., by all standards, was a quiet little city. Life 
was relatively easy and the problems of municipal government and school affairs 
were routine. The school board met and, after proper attention to regular busi- 
ness, adjourned. The population remained fairly constant, the school popula- 
tion followed suit, and the school curriculum remained pretty much in status quo. 
Yes; affairs were routine but then, as it has in so many other Wisconsin com- 
munities, it happened in Elroy. The children came in increasing numbers, added 
space was needed, and there were demands for an expanded curriculum. Home 
economics, shop work, and commercial must be added, and in the face of all of 
this was the stark reality that the budget was already tight. The problem was 
serious. To provide the facilities for increased enrollment even for a limited 
program would tax the budget almost beyond limit. To provide added new areas 
of activity seemed impossible. 

The program of surplus-property utilization, in its normal function, aims at 
an equitable distribution of properties to schools and hospitals throughout the 
State. It is alert, however, to emergency needs of eligible institutions which 
may result from fire, flood, storm, or other disaster, or which may be caused 
by rapid population gains or diminishing tax bases. In all such cases the State 
agency for surplus-property utilization is charged with a concentration of its 
efforts and its resources in the relief of local hardship. 

In Elroy the school population and the demands of a modern educational 
program had created a limited emergency. 

It was at this point that the school board, through its administrator, began 
a realistic program of acquiring and conditioning many items of surplus property 
to aid in equipping for the new courses which were being added. Properties of a 
general nature were also secured which were of help in offsetting the cost of 
equipment, maintenance, and general operation. 

The following list represents the major items of equipment which were released 
to the Elroy schools, from July 1, 1951, to June 30, 1953. 

Business machines: 

1 dictaphone 

2 mimeographs 

14 typewriters 

1 adding machine 

1 calculator 

1 bookkeeping machine 
Furniture: 

47 chairs 

20 tables 

3 desks 

9 filing cabinets 

32 transfer cases 
Instructional equipment: 
1 film projector 
2 phonographs 
1 microscope 
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The business machines made possible a tremendous expansion and enrichment 
of the commercial course through the provision of educational experiences which 
would otherwise have been impossible. 

Items of furniture were used in equipping the home-economics department and 
other classrooms to meet the needs of greater enrollments. Each teacher in the 
Elroy schools was equipped with a two-section filing cabinet for the storage of 
instructional materials. 

Other properties, such as the film projector, microscope, and phonographs, have 
provided additional, much-needed facilities which are used in the general educa- 
tional pattern at Elroy. 

The foregoing represent only a partial list of the properties acquired by this 
school during this biennial period. Additional items listed under 147 different 
descriptions were released to Elroy for the operation of their school and subse- 
quently found their way into maintenance, instructional, and extracurricular 
use, 

The total cost of this property, in handling charges assessed by the State 
agency, was $686.49, which represents 8 percent of the cost of similar equipment. 


REAL PROPERTY 


In La Crosse the need for added classroom space seems ever present. 

Probably no one in his wildest imagining could have foreseen that the local 
weather bureau building might ever contribute to the real property needs of the 
La Crosse schools, but this building was transferred during the past year to the 
La Crosse Board of Education, without cost. 

It is being remodeled and will be used as administrative and supervisory offices 
for the board of education and staff, relieving four elementary classrooms now 
occupied for such purposes in the Washburn school in La Crosse. 

It is estimated that the resultant saving to the city of La Crosse will be approxi- 
mately $60,000. 

The Elroy and La Crosse public schools have served in the foregoing illustra- 
tions but they are but two among hundreds of institutions within the State to 
participate in the program of surplus-property utilization. 

The following statistics are presented to show the complete scope of this pro- 
gram in its service to eligible educational and public-health agencies in Wisconsin. 


Number of property releases to Wisconsin schools: 
SUL 1. eels ti a Oe Be ee neem nonene 
July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1953 


Number of agencies participating : 

a pa e ie  hy ELES RE N R h 
Ber I i reidincimpticclah au tiamne ora eee a aiee 
a a Se eno dors ey enka egomeceserteete eltibanee 
cg OR ee Ss C= ta Oe ere ae So oe raraiee 
I ee oo eas paler me asian ane embis 
Vocational schools... -..-....- = 

ogee TORRAl SENOUIN.... one toe ete a as ote een ae 
rrr ee ee Ee ue tase waka wise cia 
Potaem Geimrereere ge he ee he akc etait eae gies 
Public health 

Miscellaneous 


Total 
Value of personal property allocated to Wisconsin schools: 
DULY 2 7001, £0 ne DO, Tina ccemen na cuaeteanee $698, 382. 60 
July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1953 513, 801. 00 


1, 212, 183. 60 
To public-health agencies: Jan. 1 to June 30, 1953 67, 404. 20 


Mr. Jornson. I have many letters in my file. I will not try to put 
them all into the record. I have letters from schools all through 
the Ninth District. Here is 1 from the Stanley public schools, of 
Stanley, Wis., supporting this letter; 1 from the Arcadia public 
schools, at Arcadia, Wis.; 1 from the Cochrane public schools, at 
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Cochrane, Wis.; 1 from the Melrose area schools, of Melrose, Wis,: 
1 from the Galesville schools, of Galesville, Wis.; 1 from the school 
district at Trempealeau, Wis. ; 1 from that joint school district ; 1 from 
the Cameron public schools, of Cameron, Wis.; one from the joint 
school district No. 4, comprising the villages of Baldwin and Ham- 
mond, etc., or Baldwin, Wis.; 1 from the Elk Mound public schools, 
of Elk Mound, Wis.; 1 from the Rice Lake public schools; 1 from the 
school district, joint No. 2, city of Black River Falls, Wis.; and also 
I have another letter, which I would like to put in the record, from 
the State of Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, in reply to 
the letter that I believe all Congressmen received who wrote to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

I want to state that I am in favor of the legislation as proposed 
by Congressman McCormack, H. R. 3322, and with the amendments 
that have been suggested here today that are favorable to the com- 
mittee. 

(The letters referred to, dated November 13, 1954, and December 22, 
1954, are as follows:) 

MARION ENGINEER DEpPort, 
Unitep States Army, 
Marion, Ohio, December 10, 1954. 
Mr. W. D. MUNSER, 
Regional Property Coordinator, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Chicago 2, Ill. 

DEAR Str: In reply to your letter of November 30, 1954, addressed to the atten- 
tion of Mr. Byron A. Keefer, property disposal officer, relating to carbon steel 
which appeared on Mr. Keefer’s form 120 at a prior date, I am reliably informed 
that as of that time they did not have the information as to all stock-fund items 
so were unable to state that it was stock fund. 

The operation of stock funding has been in process at this depot for only a 
relative short time and I feel sure that in the future it will state on the forms 
120 whether or not it is a stock-fund item. In regard to your form 136 in our 
possession, upon receipt of the carbon steel we advised Wisconsin that it was 
a stock-fund item and as such reimbursement must be had. 

I returned this morning from a conference in Norfolk, Va., and this same ques- 
tion of material under stock funding was brought up. It was authorized that 
nothing could be done at this time; that where it called for reimbursement, reim- 
bursement must be had. Your Mr. Lawrence out of Washington was present 
at this meeting and understands thoroughly the situation. 

It is the writer’s opinion that something may be done to alleviate this condi- 
tion but as of this date whenever we receive stock-fund items that have been 
frozen or allocated, we will, as in the past, notify that particular agency as to 
what it will be necessary to do in order to obtain the property. 

Trusting that this will give you the general information desired, I beg to 
remain, 

Yours very truly, 
M. L. WILson, 
Property Disposal Officer. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 13, 1954. 
Hon. Lester B. JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. JoHNSON: This is in answer to your letter of October 13, 1954 to which 
was attached communication from the State of Wisconsin, department of public 
instruction concerning the effect of Department of Defense Directive No. 7420.1 
on the surplus-donation program under Public Law 152. 

A joint field review of this problem has recently been concluded at selected 
Department of Defense disposal activities by representatives of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, Bureau of the Budget, General Services Administration and 
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Health, Education, and Welfare Department. As a direct result thereof, we 
have forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget for approval a proposed modification 
of the Department of Defense directive which will make available to educational 
and public-health institutions as much used surplus property of stock funds as is 
compatible with the legal requirements of the amendments to the National 
Security Act of 1949. 

In general the proposed modification allows donations of surplus property for 
health, education and welfare when the sale of such property would realize no 
substantial return to the stock fund after payment of cost of preparation for 
sale, handling and selling such property. We believe this proposal carries out the 
intent of Congress as expressed in the House and Senate reports accompanying 
the Federal Property Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

We are looking forward to early approval of the Bureau of the Budget and 
promulgation of the revised regulations. 

Sincerely, 
W. J. McNEI. 





Tue STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Madison 2, December 22, 1954. 
Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON: Thank you for your letter of December 2 
and the enclosure of the report from the Department of Defense pertaining 
to surplus property disposals. 

The report is interesting but the favts are at almost complete odds with the 
actual program operation in Wisconsin. While the report of the Department 
of Defense shows an increase in donations of property our records indicate that 
property recipts are rapidly falling off. Receipts of property for October 1954 
decreased by two-thirds from those of October 1953. 

The full impact of stock-fund sales was not evident even in the first quarter 
of fiscal 1955. I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Mr. M. L. Wilson, property 
disposal officer at the Marion Engineer Depot, Marion, Ohio, which sub- 
stantiates this statement and I know that the same conditions have maintained 
at the Badger Ordnance Plant, the Savanna Ordnance Plant, Savanna, Ill., Traux 
Air Force Base in Madison, Fort Sheridan, Ill., and the Naval Ordnance Plant 
at Forest Park, Ill. In all of these installations the conditions of stock-fund 
sales have only recently been implemented and some property has been available 
from them. On the other hand, the Jeffersonville Quartermaster Depot, Jefferson- 
ville, Ind., the Chicago Quartermaster Depot and the Great Lakes Naval Train- 
ing Station have been under the stock-fund sales program for several months 
and our records indicate a total of less than $10,000 in property from these com- 
bined sources since March 1954. This is less than 7 percent of property from 
these same sources over the same period of time in 1953. 

It is obvious that the sales program has been damaging to the interests of 
our schools and hospitals since the three installations above have been 
the major sources of property for them under the surplus utilization program. 

I am sure that you will wish to examine further into the relief which 
is proposed in the amendment to the present stock-fund regulation. It is 
my understanding that the amendment would still withhold, from our schools 
and health agencies, all new properties and would permit only very limited 
releases of used properties classified as category B. 

The yardstick applied under Public Law 152 is that the property must be 
surplus to the needs of the Government and that it must be usable and neces- 
sary for educational or public-health use. 

It seems, therefore, that any regulation which would establish control measures 
of age, condition, etc. would be in violation of Public Law 152. 

I am sure that our people in Wisconsin who are concerned over providing 
for education and public health will be interested in and appreciative of your 
efforts to bring this matter to a logical conclusion. 

Very truly yours, 
ARTHUR R. Paar, 
Assistant State Superintendent. 
By PALMER O. JOHNSON, 
Supervisor, Surplus Property. 
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— if Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions? 

onal =| (No response. ) 

sis | Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Congressman Johnson. 

onal Congressman Wier of Minnesota was here earlier this afternoon, 

for § and he is in favor of the bill. He left with me a telegram that he 

eno | received from Governor Freeman of Minnesota, and also a letter from 
for §f Harry C. Schmid, the State director of vocational education of Min- 

-the § nesota, and asked that they be put into the record at this point. 

— I Without objection, they will go into the record. 

and ff (The letter and telegram referred to are as follows:) 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
cL. VocaTIoNAL Division, 

February 9, 1955. 

Hon. Roy WIrrer, 
United States Representative, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

bi Dear Roy: May I respectfully call your attention to H. R. 3322 which deals 
with the donation of Federal surplus property to public education and health 


~t 
~~ 


institutions throughout the Nation. This bill is an amendment to Public Law 


2 152. 

ee 1 In the past year, much equipment has been diverted from public education and 

health institutions by a stock fund sales policy instituted by the Secretary of 
the 4 Defense. This was a procedure not anticipated by Congress when Public Law 
nent i 152 was passed. Congressman McClellan’s amendment to this law is an attempt 
that . to clear this situation. We would sincerely appreciate your support on this 
1954 3 amendment. 

Any additional information you might wish to have about this program in 

irter 7 Minnesota can be furnished you if you so desire. 
erty 4 With kind personal regards, I am 
sub- Sincerely yours, 
ined Harry C. Scumip, 
raux State Director of Vocational Education. 
lant 
fund 
= Sr. Pau, Minn., February 15, 1955. 
‘aie. 4 Representative Roy WIeEr, 


House Office Building: 


ynths 9 
com- t Urge full support of H. R. 3322 in hearings of special Subcommittee on Donable 
from H Property of House Committee on Government Operations. Endorse effort to 
3, provide improved surplus property program for education and health purposes. 
ts of , Gov. ORVILLE L. FREEMAN. 
been 
copy Mr. McCormack. I also have here a letter addressed to me from 
hich Governor Hodges, of North Carolina, as well as a letter from Con- 
It is gressman Cliff Young, of Nevada, in which he encloses a copy of a 
on telegram he received from Kenneth S. Easton, director, Nevada Pur- 
chasing Department, which I will ask be made a part of the record at 
st be this point. 
eces- (The two letters and copy of telegram referred to are as follows:) 
sures CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
iding Washington, D. C., February 14, 1955. 
your Hon. Jonn W. McCormack, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear CoNGRESSMAN McCorMAckK: I have been advised that a special subcom- 
nt. mittee of the Committee on Government Operations, of which you are chairman, 





will hold hearings on H. R. 3322 on Tuesday, February 15. 
The State of Nevada is very much interested in this measure. However, the 
State is concerned about the provision which limits this legislation to educational 
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and public-health purposes and would like to see this bill broadened to include 
all forms of government in the State. Enclosed is a copy of a telegram I received 
from the director of the Nevada State Purchasing Department, which gives some 
background material on this. 

I feel that it would be very desirable if the bill were broadened to include other 
forms of Government, as well as the educational and public-health agencies. I 
shall appreciate any consideration your subcommittee gives this request. 

Sincerely, 
Curr Youne, Member of Congress. 


FEBRUARY 11, 1955. 
Congressman CLIFTON YOUNG, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Re your telegram concerning background to include all forms of government 
inthe State. Please be informed that five trucks fire equipment are badly needed 
by nearly every community in the State. Heavy equipment is needed by cities, 
counties, water districts, etc. All type of tools such as lathes, drill presses, 
power saws, ete., highway department in emergency from so-called surplus 
dealers who originally procured them from Government as surplus. They made 
a substantial profit at the taxpayers expense. Pipe and fittings needed by mu- 
nicipally owned water system as well as State. We are requested almost daily 
for material that we have in the warehouse from political subdivisions excluded 
under the present bill and H. R. 3322. Letter to McCormack informing him of 
our views today. 

KENNETH 8S. EASTON, 
Director, Nevada Purchasing Department. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Raleigh, February 14, 1955. 
CONGRESSMAN JOHN W. McCorMAck, 
Majority Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: We in North Carolina keenly appreciate your sponsor- 
ship, counsel and guidance in connection with the preparation and presentation 
of H. R. 3322. You have the gratitude of our schools, colleges, hospitals and 
health departments as you direct the hearings this week on this bill as it moves 
toward eventual successful passage. 

Our State senate has unanimously requested the North Carolina congressional 
delegation’s support of the bill, and our house of representatives is expected 
to take similar action tonight or tomorrow. 

Since July of last year 95 percent of all our North Carolina counties have 
participated in the benefits of the Federal surplus property utilization program. 
Some units say they would have had to close if this equipment and supplies had 
not been made available to them at nominal cost through this program. How- 
ever, since the stock fund directive of the Defense Department became operative 
a year ago, a smaller amount of the better types of property have been available 
and our health and educational units have reached the stage of diminishing 
returns. In the near future, further participation will not be justified unless 
and until Congress clarifies and spells out its original intent that the health and 
educational institutions should be the beneficiaries of the surplus property pro- 
gram rather than speculators who are now buying the cream of the offerings by 
the billions at averages of 5 to 10 percent of acquisition value, thus depriving 
health and education of urgently needed items worth to schools and hospitals 
from 50 to 75 percent. 

Enactment into law of the proposed House bill No. 3322 and Senate bill No. 
1004 will serve to remedy these undesirable developments and prove of incal- 
cuable benefit to health and education throughout the United States. 

We shall be glad to send a representative to Washington with further details 
on the value of this program to North Carolina, if you so desire. I would ap- 
preciate it if you would have this letter read at your hearing and enter this 
letter in the record. 

Sincerely, 
LurHerR H. Honces. 
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Mr. McCormack. The chairman and the members of the committee 
have also received many, many communications from different per- 
sons. They are still coming in. Unless there is objection, the names 
of those who have written will be inserted in the record, as well as 
any communications that are received further from others (see 
appendix 4). ' 

Mr. Moss. On behalf of the State of California, the superintendent 
of public instruction felt so strongly on this that he has sent a repre- 
sentative from California to present the views of the State on this 
matter. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. FARRELL, CHIEF SURPLUS PROPERTY 
OFFICER, STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, SACRAMENTO, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Farreti. Mr. Chairman and members, I have no testimony to 
offer at the moment. 

Mr. Moss. You are in agreement, I believe, with the remarks made 
to me by Mr. Simpson in the telephone conversation, supporting this 
legislation ? 

Mr. Farrevy. Very definitely. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Farreti. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. We will next hear from Mr. James W. Curran, of 
the State of Maryland. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES W. CURRAN, ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
OF PRISONS, STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Curran. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am also the Wash- 
ington representative of the American Correctional Association, as 
well as assistant superintendent of prisons of the State of Maryland. 

I am here in response to a telegram that you addressed to Governor 
McKeldin who, in turn, forwarded it to me through the secretary of 
state. He expected me to come to this meeting and, if possible, to be 
heard. I communicated with Mr. Ward yesterday and requested per- 
mission to speak on this subject. 

I have no prepared statement, Mr. McCormack and gentlemen of the 
committee, but I would like to respectfully request that your commit- 
tee give special consideration to including in this legislation the right 
of the distributing agency to donate the surplus property to the penal 
and correctional institutions of the United States. 

There are in this organization which I represent every prison admin- 
istrator, every warden, every superintendent, and every penal official 
in the country who belong to the American Correctional Association. 
I am authorized to speak in their behalf. 

There are 150,000 prisoners, able-bodied prisoners, in the State penal 
institutions of the United States today. 

The major function, of course, of all prisons, as we all understand, is 
to detain convicted prisoners for a specified time named by the courts. 
However, the main program of rehabilitation in the prison is educa- 
tion. 

eee of how you look at it, it is, in our opinion, education at 
our level. 
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We have never been considered under the present law as interpreted 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as being eligible 
to receive this, because we were a correctional institution, and the law 
simply did not state that. 

The main problem that is paramount to all prison administrators 
today isto alleviate idleness. The one sure way to do that is to educate 
them, regardless of whether it is academic education or vocational 
training or on-the-job training, or physical training. 

I feel that the property that is now being distributed through the 
Government agency could be put to tremendous advantage in these 
prisons in helping to assist the administrators to rehabilitate these men. 

One of the things that I would like to have you consider, gentlemen, 
is that in the tax dollar that is expended in almost any State in the 
Union, about 30 to 33 cents of it is for education. That is as it should 
be. However, on the other hand, the correctional institution is op- 
erating between $1.50 and $3. 

We are expected to reform and rehabilitate men when we are barely 
provided with sufficient funds to maintain custodial care, which is of 
paramount importance. We do not deny that, but, on the other hand, 
98 percent of all men committed to penal institutions throughout the 
country do return to live in society. 

We feel that this would be a tremendous assist to us if we were de- 
clared eligible under this program to receive this donated property 
and working it out in our four phases of education in our prisons, 
namely, academic, on-the-job training, vocational training, oul physi- 
cal training. 

I respectfully request that you give consideration to these remarks. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McCormack. If not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Moss. On that, I would like to direct to Mr. Frazier how the 
Department interprets the role of the prisons in this program. Are 
they under any condition permitted to acquire such material ? 

Mr. Frazier. We have in many cases considered the juvenile cor- 
rectional institutions as being eligible because there are courses being 
taught that are comparable to the usual school, the only difference 
being that the students are under confinement. ‘The institutions have 
a full-time staff of qualified instructors and give credits that are 
recognized by other schools when these juvenile delinquents, you might 
say, are reached. 

We have not, however, recognized the need for eligibility for the 
regular adult penitentiary, because there we think that is not the type 
of institution that Congress intended that we deal with when they 
specified school systems, colleges and universities. 

Mr. Moss. That is all. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there anyone else here who would like to talk? 

I am next going to call on Mr. Keller of the General Accounting 


Office. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. KELLER, ASSISTANT TO THE COMP- 
TROLLER GENERAL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Ketirr. Under date of February 14, 1955, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral sent a report to the chairman of the full committee on H. R. 3322. 
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In that report he took no position with respect to section 1 (a) of the 
bill, feeling that the enactment of that section is a policy aeiateiinns 
tion to be made by the Congress. As to sections 2, 3, and 5, the Comp- 
troller General does not recommend favorable consideration for rea- 
sons I will give ina few moments. Sections 1 (b) and 4 are technical 
in nature. 

First, I would like to discuss briefly section 1 (a) of the bill. - It is 
understood that the purpose of section 1 (a) is to insure that all sur- 
plus property of the United States Government is subject to a de- 
termination as to whether or not it is usable and necessary for educa- 
tion or public health purposes, including research, before being placed 
on sale—particularly property which is capitalized in working-capital 
funds. 

Apparently the Department of Defense has taken the position that 
surplus property which has been capitalized in working-capital funds 
established under the authority of section 405 of the National Security 
Act Amendments of 1949 may not be donated for educational or pub- 
lic health purposes but must be sold. I do not find that section 40% 
specifically states such a requirement. However, as a general propo- 
sition, it was intended that the working-capital funds authorized to be 
established under section 405 would be maintained intact by appro- 
priate charges to the funds for the cost of goods and services acquired, 
and reimbursements to the funds for the cost of goods and services 
furnished. 

In the event Congress enacts section 1 (a) of the bill by providing 
that surplus property, which is capitalized, may be donated for edu- 

cational and public-health purposes, the effect would be to impair 
the working-capital funds to the extent of the amounts that might 
have been realized by sales of the surplus property. However, as 
I have stated, the Comptroller General is not taking a position for 
or against the enactment of section 1 (a). The Congress is in the 
best position to decide the needs of the States for educational and 
public-health purposes. 

Under the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 surplus property is transferred to educational 
and medical institutions for specific uses and subject to various terms, 
conditions, and reservations. Section 203 (k) (2) of the act permits 
the head of the interested agency to determine and enforce compli- 
ance with the terms, conditions. reservations, and restrictions con- 
tained in the instruments of transfer; to reform, correct, and amend 
instruments of transfer; and to gr ant releases from such terms, con- 
clitions, reservations, and restrictions. This authority applies to both 
real and personal property. The amendment proposed by section 2 
would remove the authority of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in this field with respect to transfers of personal prop- 
erty for educational and public-health purposes. 

The General Accounting Office does not believe that control over 
surplus personal property ‘donated for educational and public-health 

yurposes should be remov ed. During the 83d Congress hearings were 
held on April 20 to 24, 1953, before the Intergov ernmental Relations 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations, 
on the donable surplus property program, and numerous instances of 
unauthorized or improper use of personal property donated for edu- 
cational or public-health purposes were brought out. Most of these 
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instances were incorporated in a report made by the General Account- 
ing Office pursuant to a request from the House Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations dated January 23,1951. The General Accounting 
Oflice report appears on pages 167-181 of the Subcommittee’s printed 
hearings. 

We believe that it is only proper that the Government exercise a 
measure of control over the ultimate use of surplus personal property 
in order to insure that donated property is in fact used for educational 
and public-health purposes. While the General Accounting Office 
has not done any detailed field work in this area in the last 2 or 3 
years, we are not aware of any facts which would justify a conclusion 
that controls may now be removed. To the contrary, on the basis of 
the hearings held in 1953, a tightening of the controls would seem 
to be indicated. 

Section 3 would add a new provision to authorize cooperative 
arrangements between Federal and State authorities in the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational and health 
purposes. It states that such arrangements may provide that either 
the Federal agency or the State agency will assume responsibility 
for a part of the duties of the other , and that eiher agency will make 
available to the other agency such property, personnel, or funds as 
may be necessary to en: able it to perform such duties. 

The General Accounting Office is opposed to enactment of section 
3. While it is recognized that a successful program of donable surplus 
property is dependent upon full cooperation of Federal and State 
authorities, we do not believe that duties and responsibilities of the 
Federal Government should be vested in State authorities nor should 
State duties and responsibilities be placed in the Federal Government. 

We are not aware of the conditions that section 3 seeks to correct but, 
in any event, it would seem too broad a grant of authority. In fact, 
it could be that the language is so broad that determinations of need 
to be made under section 203 (j) (2) could be delegated to State 
authorities when considered in the light of the < amendment proposed 
by section 2 of the bill under consideration. 

Section 5 would remove, after a period of 1 year, the existing re- 
strictions or conditions on the utilization of surplus personal property 
previously donated or sold at a discount for educational or public 
health purposes. As I have indicated in my comments on section 2 
we are opposed to relaxing controls over the use of surplus personal 
property donated for educational and public health purposes. For 
this same reason we are opposed to the enactment of section 5. 

Mr. Chairman, from listening to the testimony of the Bureau of the 
Budget, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
General Services Administration, I do not think the Government 
agencies are too far apart. 

The General Accounting Office is opposed to sections 2, 3, and 5, 
as written, but if language i is substituted providing some control over 
the ultimate need and the use of surplus property, we will go along. 
We are not absolutely wedded to the idea that everything has to stay 
in the exact same position it is in today. 

Also, I think Mr. Barry made a very convincing argument about 
the property which was transferred 8 and 10 years ago. 

I think some reasonable solution can be worked out without throw- 
ing all elements of control to the winds. 
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I think that when Congress enacts a donable surplus property pro- 
gram, it has a right to expect that somebody is going to check up and 
make sure that the property is being used for donation purposes. 
There have been instances in the past, perhaps not a great number in 
relation to the program, where property was not used for the purpose 
for which donated. 

If you remove all controls, it may not be long before some of you 
gentlemen on the Hill will start hearing about ‘conditions, or things 
that have happened to certain properties, and I expect that General 
Services Administration and the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and the General Accounting Office will be questioned, 
“How did this happen?” and “Why did you not catch it?” 

Mr. McCormack. You realize, of course, that there is no such thing 
as perfection ? 

Mr. Ketier. Yes, sir; I realize that. But I also realize that if you 
throw off all controls, a few years later you may regret your action in 
doing so. 

Mr. McCormack. Section 3, paragraph (m) vests controls in con- 
nection with the making of agreements with the States in the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. You 
realize that; do you not ? 

Mr. Ketter. Yes; I do, but I think we also have to realize that in 
enacting legislation you should tie it down as to exactly what you 
want the agency to do in a particular field, because agency heads 
change, and ideas change, over a period of time. 

Also, if I may mention section 3 once again, we have no objection to 
cooperative arrangements. But this particular section is so broad 
that I should think that Congress itself would wonder about it. It 
authorizes the transfer of responsibilities. It authorizes the transfer 
of personnel and Federal funds. It does not spell out the real condi- 
tions that you are attempting to take care of such as the acceptance of 
voluntary services, et ceter: 

Mr. McCormack. Section 3 provides that it must be as agreed upon. 

Mr. Ketxer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And the Sec retary of the Department of Health, 
“ducation, and Welfare has control of the situation. 

Mr. Keer. I recognize that. But we are opposed to granting such 
broad authority to any agency, particularly when you are dealing 
with responsibilities, funds, and personnel. I think you ought to 
spell out what you want to authorize. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, this bill has brought to a head over a 
year of negotiations between the various dep: irtments and the agencies, 
You will agree to that? 

Mr. Ketter. I understand that is true. 

Mr. McCormack. We have accomplished a great deal in one day 
through these hearings. 

Mr. Ketter. Boiled down, what I am saying is use a little caution 
in enacting this legislation. 

Mr. McCormack. In your prepared statement you said that there 
were numerous instances of unauthorized, improper use of personnel, 
property donated for educational or health purposes that were brought 
out. 

Mr. Ketier. Yes. 
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Mr. McCormack. Were those under the 1949 act or the prior acts? 

Mr. Ketter. I have not gone into detail on each of them. Mr. 
Barry said this morning that only three out of 40 some cases were 
under the 1949 act. 

Mr. Barry. Something like that. 

Mr. McCormack. Under this or the 1949 act? 

Mr. Barry. As our group got together, we could identify them 
more or less—no names of institutions were mentioned in there but the 
facts of these cases made most of them easy for us to identify. 

Mr. Ketxier. You will have to recognize two things: One, if it could 
happen under a prior act, I do not know any reason why it could not 
happen under the 1949 act. 

Mr. Barry. There are lots of reasons. 

Mr. Ketier. Two, at the time the GAO report was prepared the 
1949 program had only been in existence for about 2 years. 

Showing that it happened once does not prove that it is going to 
happen again, but I think it does suggest some caution. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

Mr. Moss. I have just one question. 

Can you draft any language that would rule out the possibility of 
abuse? Of the numerous insiances—I think you mentioned 40 cases— 
roughly, how many over what period - time have you had in a pro- 
gram that has really a tremendous scope ? 

Mr. Ketter. Those 40 cases that were brought out in the report, 
Mr. Moss, were the result of an investigation made at the request of 
this committee. 

Mr. Moss. Did it indicate widespread abuse or were those 40 cases 
very much isolated ? 

Mr. Ketxier. Our survey covered 21 States. In all probability, a 
very high percentage of the property was properly used. But you 
are bound to have some instances of irregularity. I think that if we 
can have proper legislation we can keep those irregularities to a 
minimum. 

To answer your question as to whether you can draw legislation 
which will prohibit abuse, I think it is impossible, because like a 
criminal statute, it does not prevent a man from committing a crime. 
It is, however, a deterrent. 

Mr. Moss. The compliance requirement should be just a minimum; 
do you not think? You can make such requirements very compli- 

cated and very costly to administer. Frequently the cost of admin- 
istering them exceeds the cost of any possible abuses. 

Mr. Ketter. In any compliance program, whether it be an audit 
like GAO is engaged in, or something else, you have to weigh your 
time and costs ‘against the need. You go into a department or a 
bureau and one of your first steps is to satisfy yourself how good a 
job that agency is doing. If you think they are not doing a good 
job, you do a detailed audit. “If you think they are doing a good 
job, you make spotchecks. 

Mr. Moss. You heard Mr. Barry’s testimony this morning. I think 
you indicated that, because of a lack of definition of some of this 
property, you do not actually know whether you are in compliance 
or what is expected of you. 
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Mr. Barry. Lack of records makes it difficult or impossible to deter- 
mine how they got it or where they got it. That is the great diffi- 
culty. Having property that they could never use, in a great majority 
of the cases, is no fault of the schools or of the hospitals, either. Lots 
of surplus was forced upon them. Many schools got this word from 
an installation being deactivated: “Send over here and we will give 
you a lathe.” When a truck was sent, the story was, “I have to close 
down this installation so I can be demobilized. I want to get home. 
If you take the lathe, you’ve got to take such and such, also.” 

That was the general idea. The Department of Defense, or at 
least, individual representatives of the Department of Defense have 
admitted time and time again that they knew that those conditions 
once existed. Unless all of the school men that I know are liars, this 
sort of thing occurred in connection with every post that was closed 
down. 

In connection with surplus buildings, for instance, a superintend- 
ent would look at a building and say, “We surely need that but we 
have not the money to pay for having it moved.” 

And the WAA agent would say, “Take 2 of them and give 1 to the 
contractor for moving the other.” 

The superintenedent replied : “That would not be in accord with the 
agreement I have to sign.” 

The reply to that was: “Everybody is getting rid of a lot of surplus 
property, so no one will ever pay any attention to the agreement. 

Superintendents were actually talked into it. That is one reason 
why all of these compliance cases come up. That is the basis of a lot 
that were brought out in the GAO report. 

Mr. Moss. Are those older cases under previous programs? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir; since the beginning of Public Law 152, the 
enactment of it, every State agency has had a record of what each 
school has, and the State agency should be able to go to the school and 
lay its finger on the property, unless the property is paint or pipe or 
something like that. I think all State agencies have these records of 
acquisitions. The schools have the records. They have signed a defi- 
nite “certification and agreement,” and, in most States that I know 
about, the schools are frequently reminded of this fact. 

When this program started we used to use an old mimeograph form 
which changed about every 3 months, a loose, indefinite agreement 
about what the school agreed to do. I doubt if those would hold water 
in anybody’s court, but the certification and agreements signed by 
donees in recent years are enforceable contracts. : , 

Mr. McCormack. You do believe in the theory of cooperative 
agreements ? 

Mr. Keer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Let us turn to page 3, the language there 
that either such agency will make available to the other agency such property, 
personnel, or funds as may be necessary to enable it to perform such duties. 

I suppose that is language which attracts your attention ? 

Mr. Ketter. It attracts our attention for this reason. I do not know 
where you stop on it. 

Mr. McCormack. Did you hear the testimony of one of the wit- 
nesses earlier this afternoon that in order to make a cooperative agree- 
ment the Federal agency with the State agency, where the State 





104 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


agency’s money is used, there has to be authority in law for the Fed- 
eral agency to do that; to wit, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare / 

Mr. Ketter. You mean the point on voluntary services ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Keurer. I think that would certainly be proper to take care of. 
In fact, I do not have objection to cooperative agreements as such. 

What I am suggesting to the committee is that you enact language 
that is not so broad. 

Mr. McCormack. This would seem a practical operation would be 
where the State funds would be used in connection with seeing on the 
State level that there is compliance that would inure to the benefit of 
the Federal Government—appropriations on the part of the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Keuxer. I think it would go a little further than that. 

Mr. McCormack. That may be so. 

Mr. Ketxer. It actually provides for a transfer of funds. You can 
transfer Federal funds to the States under that language. 

Mr. McCormack. Anything that is done under it, the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare has to prescribe it. 

Mr. Nouan. Try and get it. 

Mr. Barry. You have a fat chance of transferring Federal funds. 

Mr. McCormack. If the Secretary does not want to enter into a 
cooperative agreement, one will not be made. 

Mr. Ketrier. I agree. 

Mr. McCormack. Under this provision. So the control in relation 
to the kind of an agreement rests in the Federal Government. 

Mr. Keuirr. It rests in the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, 1f you pass this legislation. I think this is our basic dif- 
ference. We believe that when you give a delegation of authority 
you should spell out what you intend to authorize. 

Mr. McCormack. You will notice that we assume that they will 
do what they ought to do, but it does not necessarily follow that they 
will. There is a presumption running in their favor; is there not? 

Mr. Ketter. Of course. 

Mr. McCormack. I assume that the General Accounting Office does 
what Congress intended it to do. 

Mr. Ketxer. I think we are but there may be differences of opinion. 

Mr. McCormack. I am a great admirer of the General Accounting 
Office. It is an arm of the Congress. We look to that agency, the 
Congress does. We hope it always maintains its independent status. 

It seems to me that that language is necessary in order for the 
Federal agency, to wit, the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, to make agreements on the State level with the State where 
the State funds are used in connection with either compliance, super- 
vision, anything of that kind. They can have control of the re- 
ports, etc., to find out where there is any noncompliance. 

Mr. Kewier. I think that will depend on what legislation is finally 
enacted. 

Mr. McCormack. You may be right. I am not saying you are 
wrong. I am just trying to probe into this to find out, because this 
bill was introduced as an avenue for the hearings. I am not wedded 
to every word in that bill because T horpen to have introduced it. 
I am the author of it. 
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These hearings were for the purpose of finding out not only its 
strength, but its weaknesses. As a matter of fact, hearings are more 
inclined to develop the weaknesses in a bill, and to arare upon it. 

What language would you suggest in lieu of section 3 4 

Mr. Ketter. At this time, Mr. Chairman, I do not have specific 
language. I will be glad to assist with it, if 1 know specifically what 
is intended. 

Mr. McCormack. You agree with the purpose of it, but saying 
that it is too loose, the burden is upon you to supply something 
in lieu thereof, and I mean by you, the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Keuier. If we are give nthe facts as to exactly what is intended, 
we will be glad to help with it. 

Mr. McCormack. I think that section 3 is very plain as to what is 
desired to be roe 

Mr. Ketter. I do not know, Mr. Chairman. The way I read sec- 
tion 3, is that practically all of the authority of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in this program and their appropri- 
ations made by Congress for this program could, by their agreement 
with the States, be turned over to the States. 

Mr. McCormack. That does not say that. I do not understand 
it that way. 

Mr. Ketxer. I don’t think T am reading it wrong. 

Mr. McCormack. It gives the Secretary the authority to enter into 
cooperative agreements with the States. The control is completely 
within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. That 
means the Secretary, the Department, does it not? 

Mr. Kerrier. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. That is the Federal Department. 

Mr. Ketier. Suppose the Department decides that they will turn 
over all of their duties to the States. 

Mr. McCormack. Can you imagine them doing that—could you 
imagine that? 

Mr. Ketxier. I doubt if they would, but we are talking about enact- 
ing legislation. 

Mr. McCormack. We have to apply the rule of reason. 

Mr. Ketuer. Yes, but I do not think it should be left wide open. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. We could discuss it all day. You 
agree that basically there is some justification for trying out cooper- 
ative agreements? 

Mr. Ketier. Absolutely. There are a number of other laws which 
are on the statute books. I think that agriculture is one where coop- 
erative agreements have been worked out. I do not believe that the 
language is as broad as this. 

Mr. McCormack. I assume that you will be willing to sit in with 
these other agencies? 

Mr. Keuter. I will be very glad to. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you any questions, Mr. Ward, that you want 
to ask Mr. Keller? 

Mr. Warp. No, I do not believe so. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 





106 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Kevier. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. We will next hear from Congressman Hubert 
Scudder, of California. 

Weare very glad to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, this bill came to my attention very 
suddenly the last few days. I have had quite a number of letters and 
telegrams from schools in my district, from the Salvation Army Home, 
which is located in my district at Lytton, Calif., and from the Board 
of Supervisors of Marin County, and many school districts, in which 
they ask that this bill be passed. 

The present law has done a great amount of good in supplementing 
equipment in their various organizations. They feel that if the sur- 
plus properties are being disposed of that the public institutions be 
given the first opportunity of availing themselves of the same. 

I am not familiar with the entire prgoram that you are working on 
except that I have hurriedly read over the bill and I appreciate this 
opportunity of coming before you and expressing the desire of the 
pepole of my district who would benefit by this type of a program, 
and giving you their views on the matter. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Mr. Scudder. 

Are there any questions? We appreciate your appearance. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. It appears to me that the hearings are going to 
close much quicker than we thought. The area of difference appar- 
ently is not so wide, but what we can proceed much more rapidly than 
we anticipated. 

The Chair will declare the hearing adjourned until next Thursday 
at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 5:20 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene on Thursday, February 17, 1955, at 10 a. m.) 
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UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR EDUCATIONAL 
AND PUBLIC HEALTH PURPOSES 





THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1955 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SpeciAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON DonaBLE PROPERTY, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1501, New House Office Building, Representative John W. 
McCormack presiding. 

Subcommittee members present: Representatives John W. Mc- 
Cormack (chairman), John E. Moss, Jr., and Charles R. Jones. 

Also present: Ray Ward, staff director, Special Subcommittee on 
Donable Property. 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will be in order. 

I have a statement here from Patrick Healy, Jr., executive director 
of the American Municipal Association, a national organization rep- 
resenting 12,000 municipalities in 44 States, in favor of the bill. 

Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PatTRICK HEALY, Jr., Executive Director, THE AMERICAN 
MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C2 


The American Municipal Association supports the principles embodied in H. R. 
3322 to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so 
as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public health purposes.’ 

We respectfully suggest, however, that the terms of the bill, while making 
clear congressional intent regarding the disposal of donable surplus property, 
fall far short of achieving the ultimate goal expressed by many Members of 
Congress who are interested in this problem. Congressman McCormack admir- 
ably told the House of Representatives on February 10, that “the taxes that 
American citizens paid to the Federal Government bought this property, the 
Public owns it, not Federal agencies * * *” and that this bill, H. R. 3322, aims 
to allow the public to utilize “for good purposes what it already owns.” 

We note with regret, however, that this bill does not accord any priority 
status to municipal governments as such or to specific operating departments 
of municipalities. The municipalities of the Nation are the units of govern- 





1 For further remarks of Mr. Healy, see pp. 143 and 144. 
?The following resolution was adopted at the American Municipal Association’s 13th 
Annual Convention in New Orleans, La., December 2, 1953: 


DISPOSITION OF FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Whereas the Federal Government, through the medium of the Hoover Commission and 
using the device of a task force, as studying the subject of orderly distribution of surplus 
Federal properties ; and 

Whereas the interests of governmental agencies serving the public are paramount to 
those of other interests: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the executive director and staff of the American Municipal Association 
be instructed to take whatever action is necessary with Federal administrative and ap- 
pointed agencies as well as with the Congress to insure for municipal government priority 
status in the Federal Government’s program of surplus property disposal. 
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ment, in the American scheme of things, which daily supply the most essential 
and most numerous governmental services used by the average citizen in his 
daily affairs. We feel, therefore, that there should be recognition of municipal 
governments in any program concerned with the disposal of donable surplus 
property. 

There is only one set of taxpayers in the United States. The same taxpayer 
who pays Federal taxes also pays local taxes. Consequently, once having 
bought the property through his taxes it is sound public policy to allow the 
governmental unit serving the taxpayer to avail itself of the opportunity to 
recapture the property already bought and paid for with his money, before 
taxing him again to go out and buy an identical or similar item for public 
use. 

If we are to have a strong America our local units of government must be 
strong. They can only achieve strength within their fiscal limits and financial 
resources. Consequently, any device which allows municipalities to make 
greater use of existing fiscal resources or conserve public funds is a device 
that strengthens local government. It would be a mistake in our opinion to 
have the opportunity to accord to municipal governments a priority status in 
the disposal of surplus property and to neglect the opportunity. 

We further respectfully suggest that there are other governmental functions 
performed by local governments besides health and education which can be 
aided by the use of surplus Federal property. For instance, we know of a 
recent case in a California city where a municipality purchased a quantity 
of recreational equipment which had been declared surplus, at a substantial 
profit, to a dealer who had only recently purchased it from the Federal 
Government. It seems to us that it would have been sound public policy and 
resulted in a saving to the taxpayers all around if there had been established 
a system whereby this municipality could have been donated the property for 
the performance of a public governmental function for its citizens. Lacking 
such a system, the taxpayers had to pay for the same material twice, not to 
mention the cost of handling, storing, inventorying, transportation, ete., which 
they also had already paid for. 

One of the growing items of major concern to all levels of government in 
the United States is the civil-defense function. Because of the similarity in 
organization and performance of specific tasks within that function and func- 
tions of the Defense Department, there is a vast quantity of surplus Federal 
property which can be utilized by local government for civil-defense purposes. 
No function of local government in the event of an enemy attack will be more 
important than civil defense. It is in the nature of civil defense that the 
majoriy of the planning and stockpiling must be done before attack comes. 
Consequently, now is the time to establish municipal priorities for the use of 
donable surplus property. Now is the time to stockpile it. Now is the time 
to prepare for the defense of our civilian populations by allowing local units 
of government to acquire those materials and pieces of equipment which have 
been declared surplus for Federal use, but which are vitally needed for local 
civil-defense purposes. 

We could, of course, go through a lengthy category of municipal services 
for the performance of which billions of dollars worth of property—already 
bought and paid for by local taxpayers—could be used. The members of this 
committee and the rest of the Members of Congress, however, need no briefing 
on this subject. 

Prior to suggesting specific amendments to the bill under consideration this 
morning I should like to emphasize one other point for the committee. That 
is the financial plight of American local government. Municipalities have been 
caught between the two jaws of a giant financial vise which sometimes seems 
to threaten their very existence. One jaw of the vise is the increased cost of 
increased services demanded by local citizens. The other jaw is the increased 
share of the total tax dollar collected by the Federal Government, thus leaving 
local government fewer and fewer dollars to perform more and more services. 
Official United States Government figures compiled by the Census Bureau’s 
Governments Division show that in 1982 the Federal Government collected only 
23 cents out of the Nation’s total tax dollar, leaving 23 cents for State collec- 
tions and 54 cents for local government. Twenty years later this situation 
has been completely reversed. Uy 1951 the Federal Government was taking 
73 cents out of the Nation’s total tax dollar, leaving 14 cents for the States 


— ry 


i: ee i ie ee ae ae lk ee 


sy 


ntial 
1 his 
cipal 
‘plus 


ayer 
ving 

the 
y to 
fore 
ublic 


‘t be 
ncial 
nake 
avice 
n to 
IS in 


tions 
n be 
of a 
ntity 
ntial 
leral 
and 
shed 
’ for 
‘king 
yt to 
hich 


it in 
y in 
Pune- 
leral 
OSes. 
more 
the 
mes. 
se of 
time 
anits 
have 
local 


vices 
eady 

this 
efing 


this 
That 
been 
eems 
st of 
ased 
Lving 
rices. 
pau’s 
only 
llec- 
ation 
king 
tates 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 109 
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and only 18 cents for local government. In ore generation local government’s 
share of the Nation’s total tax dollar plummeted from 54 cents to 13 cents? 

We are not here to discuss the whys of this situation. For the present we will 
grant that this was necessary and justified. The point we do want to make is 
that if the Federal Government takes the first and biggest bite out of the 
taxpayer’s total tax dollar, it is only fair, just, and equitable that steps be taken 
to try to give the taxpayer the greatest possible opportunity to obtain value 
received for his taxes. A system of municipal priorities in the disposal of 
donable surplus Federal property is one excellent way of achieving this laudable 
goal. What we are suggesting is not a boondoggle, nor are the municipalities 
asking for a grant or a handout. Rather we are suggesting a sound policy and 
program of intergovernmental relations at their best. 

To accomplish this we propose the following amendments to H. R. 3322: 

(A) On page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out the words “educational purposes or 
public health purposes,” and insert the following: “governmental purposes.” 

(B) On page 2 commencing on line 16 to page 3 ending on line 4, strike out 
subsection *‘(m)” and insert the following: 

“(m)” The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare or the head of any 
Federal agency designated by the Secretary, is authorized to enter into coopera- 
tive agreements with State governments or departments thereof, or the govern- 
ments of political subdivisions of a State, which are responsible for carrying out, 
within their respective jurisdictions; governmental programs, for the utiliza- 
tion of surplus property for the performance of such purposes. Such coopera- 
tive agreements may provide that either the Federal agency or the agency of 
State governments or the governments of their political subdivisions, will 
assume responsibility for a part of the duties of the other agency which relate 
to such programs and that either such agesney will make available to the other 
such property, personnel or funds as may be necessary to enable it to perform 
such duties.” 

(C) A change in the title of the bill so that it reads: “A bill to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for the utilization of 
surplus property for governmental purposes by State and local governinents.” 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, on behalf of the 12,000 municipal 
inembers of our association, I should like to thank you for the opportunity to 
appear here this morning. Mention should be made of the cooperation of the 
committee’s staff in seeking to determine the views of local government on this 
subject. I shall be happy to try to answer any questions that you may have. 


Mr. McCormack. I have here a letter from Gov. George Bell Tim- 
merman, Jr., of South Carolina. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Columbia, February 15, 1955. 


Hon. JOHN W. McCormack, 
Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN McCorMACK: I wish to thank you for your telegram inviting 


oe) 


attention to the hearings before your committee on H. R. 3322. Since my sched- 


3 Percent distribution of Federal, State, local tax collections, 1929-51 
[Percent] 
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Source: Council of State Governments, from data prepared by the Governments Division, Bureau 
of the Census, U. 8. Department of Commerce. (Charts prepared for the governors conference, 
44th annual meeting, on Federal, State, and Local Government Finances for 1951 and Selected Pre- 
vious Years.) 
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ule prevents a personal appearance, this letter is submitted for the record of 
your hearings. 

Lam familiar with the donations program under Public Law 152, having served 
for 8 years as Lieutenant Governor prior to taking office as Governor. 

Increasing populations in the several States create needs for additional educa- 
tional and health facilities. This, in turn, calls for greater expenditures for these 
purposes. It is good sense and good business to use suitable surplus property in 
schools and hospitals. 

Government owes an obligation to the public to use wisely property that has 
been or will be paid for by the taxpayers. 

All property of the United States Government belongs to the people of the 
United States. When such property is of no further Federal use, the interest 
of the public is best served by making this property available for continued 
public use in the States. 

There can be no economic or moral justification for selling surplus property 
for less than value to speculators when it can be used advantageously by educa- 
tional and health institutions in the several States. Continued use of such 
property on the State level provides continuing benefits to the public whose tax 
dollars were used to purchase it. 

The great stress being put on education and health facilities emphasizes the 
importance of this program. 

Assuring you of my interest and support of this program, I am 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BELL TIMMERMAN, Jr., Governor 


Mr. McCormack. I have a statement of Rowland Jones, Jr., presi- 
dent of the American Retail Federation. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROWLAND JONES, JR., PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN RETAIL 
FEDERATION 

The American Retail Federation is a federation of 27 national retail trade 
associations and 35 State retail associations representing approximately 700,000 
retail stores. Attached is a list of the organizations in whose behalf this state- 
ment is submitted. 

H. R. 3322, which will restore to our educational and public health institutions 
the right to utilize surplus property for educational and health purposes, is a 
sound bill and deserves, in our opinion, the favorable consideration of this com- 
mittee as well as both Houses of Congress. 

The multitude of retail establishments in our country, individually and through 
their associations, have had a long and continued interest in the progress and 
development of a sound educational system (public and private), as well as ade- 
quate public health facilities. 

The members of the American Retail Federation are aware of the critical 
situation in which our entire educational system is currently enmeshed. Rapidly 
increasing enrollments in the face of limited classroom space, inadequate equip- 
ment, and a limited supply of teachers do not present a simple problem for easy 
solution in the foreseeable future—especially when many schools have already 
reached their bonding limits and have no recourse to funds which could alleviate 
some of their more pressing and immediate problems. 

It has been demonstrated by past experience that the educational and health 
institutions have benefited tremendously from surplus property which was made 
available to them. It is evident that their requirements are growing and the 
right to requisition donable surplus is sorely needed. 

The American Retail Federation and its component members recommend 
without reservation the speedy approval and passage of H. R. 3322. 

Please accept our thanks for this opportunity to express the views of the 
American Retail Federation on this question and it is our hope that as a result 
of the timely hearing you are conducting, a much needed relief may soon be 
accomplished. 
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MEMBER ASSOCIATIONS, AMERICAN RETAIL FEDERATION 
NATIONAL ASSSOCIATIONS 


American National Retail Jewelers Association 
American Retail Coal Association 

Associated Retail Bakers of America 

Association of Family Apparel Stores, Inc. 

Institute of Distribution, Inc. 

Limited Price Variety Stores Association, Inc. 

Mail Order Association of America 

National Appliance & Radio-TV Dealers Association 
National Association of Chain Drug Stores 

National Association of Music Merchants, Inc. 
National Association of Retail Clothiers & Furnishers 
National Association of Retail Grocers 

National Association of Shoe Chain Stores 

National Foundation for Consumer Credit, Inc. 
National Industrial Stores Association 

National Jewelers Association 

National Luggage Dealers Association 

National Retail Dry Goods Association 

National Retail Farm Equipment Association 
National Retail Furniture Association 

National Retail Hardware Association 

National Retail Tea & Coffee Merchants Association 
National Shoe Retailers Association 

National Sporting Goods Association 

National Stationery & Office Equipment Association 
Retail Paint & Wallpaper Distributors of America, Inc. 
Women’s Apparel Chains Association, Inc. 


STATE ASSOCIATIONS 


Arizona Federation of Retail Associations 
California Retailers Association 

Colorado Retailers Association 

Delaware Retailers’ Council 

Florida State Retailers Association 

Georgia Mercantile Association 

Idaho Council of Retailers 

Illinois Federation of Retail Associations 
Associated Retailers of Indiana 

Associated Retailers of Iowa, Ine. 

Kentucky Merchants Association, Inc. 
Louisiana Retailers Association 

Maine Merchants Association, Ine. 
Maryland Council of Retail Merchants, Ine. 
Massachusetts Council of Retail Merchants 
Michigan Retailers Association 

Minnesota Retail Federation, Inc. 

Missouri Retailers Association 

Nebraska Federation of Retail Associations, Inc. 
Nevada Retail Merchants Association 

Retail Merchants’ Association of New Jersey 
New York State Council of Retail Merchants, Ince. 
North Carolina Merchants Association, Ine. 
Ohio State Council of Retail Merchants 
Oklahoma Retail Merchants Association 
Oregon State Retailers’ Council 
Pennsylvania Retailers’ Association, Inc. 
Rhode Island Retail Association 

Retail Merchants Association of South Dakota 
Retail Merchants Association of Tennessee 
Council of Texas Retailers’ Associations 
Utah Council of Retailers 

Virginia Retail Merchants Association, Inc. 
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Associated Retailers of Washington 
West Virginia Retailers Association, Inc. 


Mr. McCormack. I have a letter from William G. Carr, executive 
secretary of the National Education Association of the United States. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 6, D. C., February 16, 1955, 
Hon. Jonn W. McCorMAck, 
Chairman, Special House Subcommittee on Donadle Surplus Property, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. McCorMack: In connection with the current hearings being con- 
ducted by your subcommittee, I would like to submit the following on behalf of 
the National Education Association. The membership of the NEA includes 
over 568,000 teachers and school administrators at all levels of education and in 
all sections of the Nation. 

Since the end of the Second World War, schools and colleges have benefited 
materially from the surplus property donations of the Federal Government. 
The broad public benefit of this program cannot be overemphasized; not only 
schools, but also hospitals and other public health institutions have enjoyed 
these surplus donations. 

In the years immediately following the end of the war, many thousands of 
veterans could not have found a place to resume their education in high schools, 
colleges, and universities without the material assistance provided educational 
institutions by the Federal surplus program in the form of buildings, laboratory 
equipment, and essential supplies. Through the intervening years, the surplus 
program has continued to benefit the schools. 

We hope that as a result of your study of the program effective means will be 
developed for maintaining the flow of donable surplus property to educational 
institutions around the country. 

Yours sincerely, 
WILLIAM G. Carr, Executive Secretary. 


Mr. McCormack. T also have a letter from Chaffey College, of 
Ontario, Calif., and Lodi Union High School, Lodi, Calif. 


(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


CHAFFEY COLLEGE, 
Ontario, Calif., December 27, 1954. 
Mr. C. R. KLEvELAND, 
Surplus Property Officer, 
State Educational Agency, Surplus Property. 


DeAR Mr. KLEVELAND: I am sorry I am late with this material but the entire 
office staff of the college is off this week and I am forced to do this the “hard way.” 

The following is an outline of the material I think you wanted. 

1. Since the college aeronautics course has been approved by the Civil Aero- 
nauties Authority in 1947 we have been responsible for obtaining the CAA 
mechanics licenses for over 100 students. 

2. Over 75 percent of these students are now employed in the aviation industry, 
for the most part locally and for firms doing overhaul work on Government con- 
tracts. We also have a number of students in our classes that are presently 
employed at Norton Air Base and commute from San Bernardino daily. 

3. At least one-third of the aero equipment since our approval in 1947 have 
been received from your agency. 

4. A typical example of one of our graduates is Mr. David Powell, 8206 Bur- 
gandy, Cucamonga, Calif. Mr. Powell was a gas station operator and enrolled in 
our aero mechanics course in March 1950. He graduated in June 1952 and re- 
ceived his CAA license. He obtained immediate employment in the aviation 
industry. He is now employed as a crew chief on the flight line for Lockheed 
Aircraft Corp., here at International Airport, in Ontario. Lockheed’s contract 
with the United States Government is a jet plane overhaul contract. 

I hope this information will be of some value to you. I can attest to all the 
facts as stated above. 

Sincerely, 
Frep Fe.scu, Head, Acronautics. 
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Lopt UNION HigH SCHOOL, 
Lodi, Calif., December 15, 1954. 
Mr. E. R. ANDERSON, 
State Agency for Surplus Property, 
Sacramento, Calif. 
Dear Sir: We would like to submit a report on one of our typical students who 
has benefited by the training received in our shops on surplus property equipment. 
This training was offered in our woodshop and includes the following machines 
secured from your agencies: 


1 DeWalt radial saw 
1 Wysong & Miles hollow-chisel mortiser 
1 Meat-cutting band saw converted for woodwork 


Our student, Doyle Hart, received 2 years’ training in our shops followed by 
2 years’ work experience in the Electric Planing Mill, Stockton, Calif. He was 
called into the United States Army and is stationed now in Germany. Shortly 
after arriving there he was placed, because of this experience, in the cabinet 
and repairs shop of a large hospital. This story could be repeated many times 
using other names of our graduates in this department. 

Our sincere thanks to you, and to the agency, for your services in securing this 
valuable equipment. Had it not been available to us in this way, it is very 
doubtful that our school would have been able to offer training on this type and 
quality of machinery. 

Yours truly, 
ARTHUR O. PAYTON, 
Head, Department of Industrial Arts. 


Mr. McCormack. We have any number from colleges and _ hos- 
pitals, probably hundreds of communications, and I have some others 
which will be listed at the end of the hearings. 

I have a communication from Congressman Brooks Hays enclosing 
letters from the superintendent of the North Little Rock public 
schools, from the director of administration of the State Hospital 
Board of the State of Arkansas, from the dean of the University of 
Arkansas School of Pharmacy, and from the supervisor of the Ar- 
kansas State Agency for Surplus Property. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


30ARD OF EDUCATION, 
Nortu LItTLeE Rock PuBLIc SCHOOLS, 
North Little Rock, Ark., February 10, 1955. 
Concerning H. R. 3322 
Congressman BrRooKs HAYS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Hays: During the first years of the surplus-property 
program, the schools—as well as other governmental agencies—over the entire 
United States benefited greatly from the property which they received under 
this program. 

However, during the past few years—since the plans for the acquisition of 
this property was changed—the value and amount of surplus property which 
has been available to the schools and local and State governmental agencies 
has been reduced almost to the vanishing point. Business firms and other 
commercial agencies are in the position of being able to offer the highest bid 
on any available property; and, in almost every instance, have been able to 
outbid the schools. 

For this reason, we sincerely urge your support of H. R. 3322. 

Yours very truly, 
CLIFFORD S. BLACKBURN, 
Superintendent of Schools. 











114 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


STaTe HOsprrat, 
Little Rock, Ark., February 10, 1955. 
Congressman BrooKs HAYS, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear CoNGRESSMAN Hays: In behalf of the staff of the State Hospital, Little 
Rock, Ark., I would like to take this opportunity to request your cooperation on 


the passage of a bill which we understand will be presented in the very near 
future. The bill is H. R. 3322, which provides for the release of surplus prop- 
erties to qualified State agencies, such as ours, and relieves the stockpiling 
of equipment that is not needed by Federal agencies. 

This institution has received several thousand dollars’ worth of equipment 
which has been donated to us through the surplus-property division of the 
State department of education, but we feel that a great savings could be made 
if this bill is passed and additional property made available for our use that is 
now being stockpiled and not being used by any agency. 

The surplus-property division of the State department of education has been 
very helpful to us in securing much of our needs for equipment that we are 
not able to buy due to lack of funds, but it is felt that their benefit to this 
and other institutions of this type in Arkansas would be greatly increased by 
the passage of the above-indicated bill. 

We appreciate very much your interest in our institution and in assisting 
us in our problems. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. W. NEWMAN, 
Director of Administration. 


UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS, 
ScHooL oF PHARMACY, 
Little Rock, Ark., February 16, 1955. 
Congressman Brooks Hays, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Hays: I am writing you today to ask your very special 
consideration and emphasis on the passing of H. R. 3322. 

It is very difficult to overemphasize the tremendous value that Government sur- 
plus property has been in the establishment and operation of, in particular, this 
professional school of pharmacy of the University of Arkansas Medical Center 
As you know, available funds for the advancement of all forms of education is 
drastically low. Education all over the United States needs this assistance 
After all, the taxpayers of the United States have paid for this property and it 
seems Only reasonable and right to release it to those educational institutions 
that can use it. Here in the medical center, I would personally consider it a 
great loss to have this privilege of buying surplus property taken away from us 

I am sure other States have problems similar to ours in that we rarely have 
enough money to more than pay for schools existence. Therefore, the privilege 
of securing this aid by way of surplus Government property saves literally 
thousands of dollars of taxpayers’ money, and at the same time helps us to oper- 
ate a more efficient school. 

Passing this bill will in the end help all the people instead of a few commercial 
enterprises. 

Every effort you can give to the above consideration certainly will be appre- 
ciated by all the people of this country of ours. 

Sincerely yours, 
STANLEY G. MirTreLstTAEptT, Dean. 


STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Little Rock, Ark., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. Brooks Hays, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Hays: The eligible public health and public educational institutions 
of this State have profited by many thousands of dollars by the acquisition of 
surplus property under the Federal Surplus Property and Administrative Act of 
1949. Since February 1, 1954, however, the flow of usable and needed property to 
these institutions has been critically reduced. This reduction has resulted from 


Su 
we 


al 


th 
un 


th 
tir 


OV 
th 


sO 


Wi 


ittle 
nh on 


near 
rop- 
ling 


nent 

the 
1ade 
it is 


been 

are 
this 
1 by 


ting 


5. 


cial 


sur- 
this 
iter, 
m is 
nee 
id it 
ions 
it a 
1 us 
1ave 
lege 
‘ally 
per- 


‘cial 


pre- 


ions 
n of 
t of 
‘y to 
‘rom 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 115 


a directive by the Department of Defense stock funding all property except that 
which has little or no monetary value. Good property, such as vehicles, hand 
tools, shop equipment, refrigerators, cafeteria equipment, office furniture, busi- 
ness machines, and like items, are being sold to speculators at the surprisingly 
low return of 6 percent and less of acquisition cost instead of being returned to 
taxpayers who need it so badly. 

Representative John W. McCormack, of Massachusetts, has introduced H. R. 
3322 which will, if passed, correct this practice and return this property to our 
tax Supported and tax exempt institutions. 

Your interest in these institutions is known and your active support of H. R. 
3322 will be appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
G. A. KEELING, 
Supervisor, Arkansas State Agency for Surplus Property. 


Mr. McCormack. A letter was received from Robert F. Nolan, 
supervisor of the division of vocational education of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Nolan testified, but included statements from the educational 
and health units of Massachusetts. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 
Boston, Mass., January 21, 1955. 
Mr. Ray WARD, 
Staff Director, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, Committee on 
Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Warp: In accordance with your request, I am submitting herewith 
the statements made by representatives of the various educational and health 
units you visited during your recent visit to this State. 

We have been delayed in sending these due to school vacations, but I believe 
they express the interest of the units and show that they are able to make effec- 
tive use of surplus in the best interests of the general public. 

Very truly yours, 
Ropert F. NoLan, Supervisor. 


STATEMENT FROM EDUCATIONAL AND HEALTH UNITS, MASSACHUSETTS 


!. Peter Bent Brigham Hospital, Donald G. Clement, plant superintendent 

I thought you might be interested in a “behind the scenes” use of a piece of 
surplus property that we were so privileged to obtain through the surplus prop- 
erty program. 

This is a typical incident in the routine of my departure at the Peter Bent 
Brigham Hospital. We are called on frequently to construct various pieces of 
experimental equipment that are being used by the surgeons and chemists in 
this institution. 

A short time ago, we were called upon to construct a large tank, to which an 
elevating device was to be attached to raise and lower a stretcher bed, so that 
a patient could be submerged in a bath of ice. This is done to chill the blood 
of the patient and reduce the body temperature sufficiently, so that a delicate 
operation could be performed. We were at a loss as to what we should use in 
the construction of the elevating equipment, until we struck on the idea of using 
some Stainless steel 2-inch tubing which we obtained from surplus. This, with 
angles and steel rod was satisfactorily used, so that our end of the operation 
was pronounced very successful. 

Because of the low handling cost to an institution of this sort, we are able 
to experiment more successfully than if we had to pay the tremendously high 
cost of materials at the present time. 

We wish to thank you again for the opportunity of obtaining surplus materials 
through your agency, which has always been most helpful. 
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2. Mussachusetts General Hospital, Dr. Dean A. Clark, yeneral director 

This is to express our recognition of and appreciation for the substantial aid 
provided us by the surplus property donation program during the past year. 
Under the program we have been able to acquire needed items of replacement 
and addition to professional equipment as well as administrative furniture re- 
quirements, which we would have been financially unable to obtain otherwise. 
Having access to this surplus Government property has not only affected our ac- 
complishments in the area of patient care, but directly facilitates our contribu- 
tion toward civil defense. Many of the items acquired through your program 
are used in our training and research programs. The need for trained nurses 
and doctors in civil-defense work is self-evident and requires no elaboration 
here. The achievements in our medical research laboratories, though not so 
readily discernible, very frequent!y contribute directly or indirectly to civil 
defense, and we are grateful for your part in facilitating this work. 

We look forward to your continued valued contribution during the coming 
year. 


8. St. Elizabeths Hospital, Sister Mary Alma, O. 8S. F., administrator 

In the past 5 years it has been our privilege to go to the surplus warehouse 
perhaps twice every year. Long before the semiannual visit the supervisors of 
various departments come to remind me that it must be getting time for us to 
go to Taunton, and enumerated several items which they would like to have if 
available, but which perhaps do not come under the category of being strictly 
essential. For example, the science laboratory in the school of nursing has as 
one of its laboratory experiments growing of bacteria on various types of media. 
This can be done by improvising the favorable environment of darkness and 
warmth and moisture. In 1954, however, students should be given the oppor- 
tunity of using an incubator. Up to now the expenditure was not authorized. 
After our fall trip to Miles Standish, the school now has its long desired in- 
cubator and our students have the opportunity of growing bacteria in the ac- 
cepted method of today rather than the improvision of 40 years ago. 

The nursing school likewise benefited by the replacement of some 30 of its 
beds which long deserved retirement. Other pieces of furniture—chests of 
drawers, chairs, have been replaced by better units taken from Government sur- 
plus and refinished by our maintenance department. 

In addition to the nursing school St. Elizabeths Hospital has a medical educa- 
tion program involving the whole staff but more especially some 28 or 30 medical 
students, interns, and residents. These young people have benefited from the 
surplus program by replacing of some wornout beds, bookcases, chairs, chests of 
drawers. In the general laboratory, additional facilities have been acquired 
which made available to the house staff whatever units which they could use 
without disturbing the regular laboratory staff. Additional anesthesia machines 
have provided wider possibilities for instruction in anesthesia. A surplus resus- 
citator outfit was made available for the emergency department which is not 
only an additional tool for the resident staff, but likewise of value to those in 
need of resuscitation in the emergency department. 

An X-ray therapy machine widened the scope of the residency in radiology 
as well as providing more complete facilities for the treatment of cancer. Mis- 
cellaneous surgical instruments and pharmaceuticals have contributed to the 
general equipment and thereby to the greater efficiency of the respective depart- 
ments. Very little, if any, of the surplus materials have not been used up or 
are not in daily use. Practically nothing has gone into storage. 

The Government services have some return from this institution in that even 
in a very cursory glance through the graduates in the last 5 years indicate that 
60 are now in the services from Thule to Jacksonville and from the east to the 
west coast of this country with all points in between. Thirty of the medical 
resident staff who have been here in the last 5 years are now in the Government 
services from one end of the world to the other. 

IL would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the appreciation of the 
trustees of St. Elizabeths Hospital as well as that of the medical staff, the nurs- 
ing staff, and the entire personnel for the contributions received from Govern- 
ment surplus. These contributions have made for greater efficiency throughout 
the institution. It is hoped that while surplus properties do exist, it will be pos- 
sible for us to avail ourselves of them. 
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UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


t, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, D. P. Keily, meteorology professor, 
instrument laboratory 


Last winter you assisted the department of meteorology in obtaining some 
surplus teletype equipment. With this and other gear on hand we have been 
able to set up a radio-teletype receiver to receive European weather bulletins not 
economically available to us on the usual wire circuits. 

This new weather data is to be used this spring semester in the training of 
Air Force weather officers. It is particularly valuable because it gives these 
students overseas weather data in regions to which they may soon be assigned 
and for which the study of North American weather is not sufficient. The radio- 
teletype data is also valuable in certain Government-sponsored research programs 
now in progress in this department. 

Without the surplus property we would not have undertaken to set up the 
present radio weather receiving system. 

5. Wentworth Institute, H. Russell Beatty, president 

Wentworth Institute is appreciative of the help which it has received in obtain- 
ing Government surplus property for instructional purposes in the various tech- 
nician training courses which we are operating. We have received at least 
$40,000 to $50,000 worth of aircraft engines and parts for use in our CAA-approved 
aircraft-maintenance course. We have obtained both radial and turbojet engines, 
a plane, and many components. It would have been difficult to equip our aircraft 
shops without the help which we have obtained from surplus-property donations, 

Wentworth Institute has graduated 125 young men as CAA-licensed engine 
and airframe mechanics during the past 7 years. Many of these young men have 
gone directly into military service in either the Navy or Air Force. Some have 
qualified as flying officers, while others have received specialists’ ratings as 
technicians and mechanics. 

The following cases will illustrate the way in which these graduates are aiding 
our defense efforts : 

Case I: Lt. William Anderson, 24 Brierwood Lane, Norwood, graduated in June 
1958 and entered the United States Marine Air Corps in August of the same year. 
He was commissioned a second lieutenant at Pensacola, Fla., on October 10, 1954, 
and is now stationed at Peter Field Point, Jacksonville, N. C., as a helicopter pilot. 
Prior to entering the service he was employed at Wiggins Airport, where he got 
his pilot’s license which he had started working on while a student at Wentworth 
Institute. This is just one of many cases of Wentworth graduates from the 
uircraft-maintenance program becoming commissioned as flying officers. 

Case II: A/IC George Burns, Central Street, Montague, graduated from Went- 
worth Institute in 1950 from our industrial electronics program. He is another 
case that illustrates the way in which our engineering technician background 
is used to good advantage by young men entering the defense of the United States. 
(Our industrial electronics laboratory has also received a great deal of equipment 
from Government surplus which has aided in the instruction of young men in this 
program.) Mr. Burns entered the military service of the United States in the 
Air Force and was recently awarded the airman-of-the-quarter honor at the 
Goodfellow Air Force Base in Texas. This is the fourth such honor which has 
been conferred upon him. 

These are only a sample of many of our graduates who are making their 
contribution to our defense efforts. Not only is this true of our aireraft main- 
tenance and industrial electronics graduates but also of our steam and diesel 
engineering graduates, our industrial electricity graduates—in fact, graduates 
from all of our courses. All of our students have benefited from the surplus- 
property donations which we have received. 

It is our hope that such donations may continue in the future so that we ean 
continue to provide the best possible education to young men at the lowest possible 
cost to them. 


6. Don Bosco Parochial Trade School, Rev. Louis Rinaldi 


[am submitting report—case history—on 3 boys who, having taken a 4-year 
course at Don Bosco Trade School, are at the present time doing splenci«) work 
in the service of the United States Armed Forces, being assigned to duties vhich 
they can fulfill only because of the training they received at Don Bosco. 

I like to stress the fact that Don Bosco School could train those boys—and, 
for that matter, many others—only because machines and equipment were made 
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possible to us through the surplus-property donation program. This type of 
machinery and equipment is quite expensive and Don Bosco would never have 
been able to purchase it. 

You might be interested to know that Don Bosco School had to turn down over 
300 applicants in September 1954 for lack of facilities; also, we are at present 
reconditioning the old Brandeis School. This school, when ready in September 
1955, can accommodate close to 1,000 boys. Naturally our great problem will 
be to find tools, machines, and other equipment. 

It is our hope and prayer that the surplus-property donation program will 
continue and, if possible, increase its benefactions. 

Robert Tricca was admitted to the Don Bosco Trade School September 8, 1948. 
Upon his request he was assigned to the machine shop and toolmaking 
department. 

Going through the normal 4-year course, he passed from benchwork to oper- 
ating the lathe, the shaper, the milling machine, and the turret lathe, graduating 
with honors in June 1952. 

In January 1953 he enlisted in the United States Air Force, and after his basic 
training at Sampson, N. Y., he was sent to Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita 
Falls, Tex., and assigned to work on B—29. 

Presently he is attached to the Air Refueling Squadron, Dow Air Force Base, 
Bangor, Maine. 

Harold Hayes entered the Don Bosco Trade School September 8, 1948, and 
asked to be allowed to take up work in the machine shop and toolmaking 
department. 

He completed the normal 4-year course, gradually passing from the bench to 
the lathe, to the shaper, to the milling machine, and to the turret lathe, grad- 
uating in June 1952. 

He enlisted in the United States Marine Air Force in September 1952, and 
after his basic training he was sent to Jacksonville, Fla., and assigned to jet- 
engine work, much to the joy and satisfaction of the boy. 

In due time he was sent to Japan, and again assigned to jet-engine work. 

In August of this year he was ordered back to the States, and is at present 
in California, still on jet-engine work. 

His present address: Cpl. Harold Hayes, USMC 1346222, MVA 223, MAG 15, 
El Toro (Santa Ana) Calif. 

Eugene O’Brien was admitted to Don Bosco Trade School in September 1947 
and assigned to the woodworking department. 

He followed through the 4-year course, learning cabinetmaking, inlaying, and 
furnituremaking. He graduated in June 1951. 

He enlisted in the United States Navy, and after his basic training he was 
assigned for a short time to various duties aboard ship, and finally attached to 
the Hobby Shop, Cinclant, Fleet Headquarters, Norfolk, Va., where he has been. 
teaching woodworking. 

His present address: Eugene O’Brien, 9012791, FAU Cinclant, Fleet Head- 
quarters Hobby Shop, Norfolk, Va. 


7. Our Lady of Presentation High School and St. Joseph’s High School, Somer- 
ville, Sister Therese, S. N. D., Science Teacher 

In the 6 years that I was a teacher at Our Lady of Presentation High School, 
approximately 300 girls participated in the local science fairs. Not only did 
much of the materials and apparatus which they used come from war surplus 
but so also did the tables on which they were exhibited. 

The science department was not the only one to benefit from this donation 
program. The commercial department received typewriters and business ma- 
chines which made it possible to give courses that could not otherwise have been 
given. There is scarcely a room in the school or convent that does not contain 
some useful piece of equipment or furniture. 

Since coming here to St. Joseph’s School, Somerville, I have been able to enrich 
the science department, the commercial department, and the home-economics 
department, as well as the library and classrooms with articles received from 
the war surplus. Some of this equipment we could never have purchased because 
of limited funds. 

To review a few of the outstanding projects that won highest prizes in local, 
archdiocesan, State, and regional science fairs, we can report that— 

1. Dorothy Cergliaro, sound traveling on a beam of light; winner of scholar- 
ship to Emmanuel College, Boston, majored in chemistry, and is now at Notre 
Dame Training School, preparing to be a teacher of science. 
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2. Mary Burke, xerography; winner of Westinghouse STS and scholarships 
to Emmanel College, Boston, and Trinity College, Washington; has majored in 
chemistry at Emmanuel; will be graduated in June 1955, and intends to continue 
research in chemistry. 

3. Elaine Langevin, three-dimensional photography and polaroid; discovered 
new method of taking three-dimensional pictures. Unable to go to college. 

4. Sheila Moriarty, radioactivity in Boston and vicinity; made her own Geiger 
counter, made her own telescope, maps of the constellations, and worked out 
original problem in astronomical mathematics; winner of honorable mention in 
Westinghouse STS. 

5. Katherine Prince, oil analysis, original atomic model (now on display at 
Science Museum, Boston); is in training at Providence, R. I., for service in 
foreign missions. 

6. Julieanne Moynihan, deionization of water; winner of honorable mention 
in Westinghouse STS; now training to be a nurse at St. Elizabeths Hospital, 
Brighton. . 

7. Joan Driscoll, light, problem child of science; winner of scholarship to 
Boston College, where she is now studying to be a teacher. 

We are, indeed, grateful to those who have made this donation program pos- 
sible, and hope not only that it may continue but that more schools will have 
the opportunity to share in our good fortune. 


Mr. McCormack. I have a statement from Mr. M. D. Mobley, 
executive secretarv of the American Vocational Association, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

(‘The letter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF M. D. Mosiey. Executive SECRETARY, AMERICAN VOCATIONAL 


ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Iam M. D. Mobley, executive secretary of the American Vocational Associa- 
tion—a _ professional organization composed of more than 30,000 vocational 
teachers, administrators, and lay citizens interested in the further development 
and improvement of vocational and industrial arts education. 

The vocational and industrial arts programs are an integral part of our 
public-school system. The purpose of vocational education is to meet the train- 
ing needs of persons who are preparing for employment and to supplement or 
extend the training for those who are employed. In order to conduct these 
programs in the public schools, much expensive equipment and materials are 
required. Under early practices employed in administering the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administration Service Act of 1949, much of the vocational training 
equipment and supplies needed were provided. This program did much to 
strengthen the vocational program. 

Recently vocational educators have informed us that the equipment and 
supplies which are needed and formerly donated under the provisions of Public 
Law 152 have been diverted from the schools to the stock-funding program. 

With the ever-increasing financial burden on our schools due to increased 
costs for operation resulting in a large measure from the great increase in 
school population, educational institutions are hard pressed to provide funds 
for the purchase of essential equipment and supplies. School officials are being 
forced to divert much of their funds available to building additional schoolrooms 
and employing additional teachers. If surplus property that has value for 
instructional purposes can be donated to schools, the instructional program will 
benefit materially. 

Vocational education is concerned with skill development and technical knowl- 
edge. In this period of history, we are engaged in a battle with would-be ag- 
gressor nations in production and preparedness. Skilled workers must be 
trained. Vocational education has a stake in our future. We must provide it 
with support from every source available. Surplus property diverted to other 
uses has no insurance tag which says that it is labeled for our defense effort. 
If it is diverted to use in the vocational program, it will help to train our present 
and future skilled labor force. There is no better insurance for the defense of 
our country than having an adequate skilled labor force. Products manufac- 
tured today may be obsolete tomorrow, but skills developed today can be used 
tomorrow, 

The membership of the American Vocational Association has through resolu- 
tions taken a definite stand on the surplus property question. During its annual 
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convention which was held in San Francisco, December 3 to 7, 1954, the house 
of delegates—the governing body of the AVA—passed unanimously the following 
resolution : 


“SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR EDUCATIONAL NEEDS 


“Whereas much equipment has been provided vocational departments and all 
schools in recent years through the Government donable surplus property pro- 
gram under Public Law 152; and 

“Whereas much equipment seriously needed by schools is now being declared 
surplus by Government agencies; and 

“Whereas recent development in a type of “stock fund sale program” by Gov- 
ernment agencies to the public is diverting needed equipment away from public 
schools; and 

“Whereas beneficial use can be made of this quipmnt for instructional pur- 
poses at no additional expense to the taxpayer: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Government services directly concerned with the disposal 
of surplus property be respectfully requested to make it available on a donable 
basis for educational use in the public schools.” 

In conclusion may I say that the members of our association are interested 
in securing the much-needed equipment and supplies for vocational and indus- 
trial arts programs with the least cost to the taxpayer. To them it does not 
make sense to sell at from 25 to 50 percent of its value the surplus equipment 
and supplies which the taxpayers have paid for and then ask the taxpayers to 
purchase the same equipment at 100 percent of its value. 


Mr. McCormack. I have a statement on surplus property from Mr. 
L. C. McKamie, superintendent of the Gatesville public schools, of 
Gatesville, Tex. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


SURPLUS PROPERTY 


The Government program, allotting surplus property to the schools is of 
inestimable value; especially is this true with schools having limited income. 

We feel that since the property was paid for by taxpayers in the first instance, 
it is right that they get what value is left through tax-supported institutions. 

Here in Gatesville we have received much valuable property. However, some 
of it is not too usable. In some instances it does not last too long since most of 
the value is gone when it reaches the schools. We feel that some better merchan- 
dise should be allotted to the schools that otherwise go through the auction 
channels. 

Just to mention a few items we have received and its value: 

Truck: Used in hauling freight, garbage, and supplies. This saves having 
to employ someone to do the work. 

-anel trucks: One used as a troubleshooter for bus lines; one used for 
general school transportation. 

Hand tools: Allotted both to bus shop and vocational agriculture depart- 
ments; saves many dollars for the school. 

Forge: Converted into an electrical forge for vocational agriculture depart- 
ment. 

Filing cabinets: This merchandise is costly, new. We have used many ip 
this school. 

Desks: Converted into nice teachers’ desks and office desks. 

Refrigerators: These have not been too good. We have been able to work 
over 2 or 3 for use. 

Office paper and supplies: We use this and saves a great deal of money 
for this type of materials. 

Shop press: A valuable piece of machinery for shop use. 

The above are just a few uses we have made of the property. Some of it is not 
usable and is beyond repair when we receive it. But we do use some of it in shop 
experiments, such as old ceiling fans used in science in teaching electrical tech- 
niques. 

SUGGESTIONS 


We think that the schools should receive better merchandise through donable 
programs rather than auction off merchandise that finds its way to retail trade. 
In most instances the prices are not high at the auctions. 
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We suggest that schools be allowed to request and select property that will fit 
into their own situation. 
Gatesville schools would request the following property : 


1. Large field house for a gymnasium 
2. Hand tools for shop and vocational agriculture department 
3. Office supplies (paper, carbon, etc.) 
4. Steam table for cafeteria 
5. Few more teachers’ desks and chairs 
6. Two or three more good typewriters 
7. Tractors and other machinery for shop experiments 
8. Good office furniture (for new building soon to be constructed) 
9. Some good gas and electric stoves for cafeteria and general heating 
10. Musical instruments for band (good—not worn out) 
11. Adding machine 
12. Good mimeograph machines for teachers and office work 
13. Electric motors for science (not 3-phase) 
14. General consumable materials suitable for school uses. 


The above list contains only a few items we could use if good material—not 
“junk.” 

Since the school is consistently growing, we can use a lot of property. This 
would save local taxpayers much money and would serve a need for the best 
interest of our future citizens. 

We do appreciate what we have received and sincerely hope that the United 
States Government sees fit to continue this program. 


L. C. McKamtr, 
Superintendent, Gatesville Public Schools, Gatesville, Tea. 
Mr. McCormack. There is a letter from Hon. Theodore R. Me- 
Keldin, the Governor of Maryland, which, without objection, will be 
made a part of the record. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Annapolis, Md., Feoruary 10, 1955. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCorMAck, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 
DeAR Mr. CONGRESSMAN: Thank you for your telegram of February 10 relative 
to donable property and the hearing which will take place on February 15. 
Yours sincerely, 
THEODORE R. McKELDIN, 
Governor. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a letter from Mr. E. H. Talbert, director 
of the surplus property procurement, enclosing a letter from the 
surplus property procurement agency of the State of South Carolina. 

(The letter and statement referred to are as follows:) 


CoLuMBIA, 8S. C., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Member of Congress, Conyressional Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DAWSON: We of the State agencies and all of the eligible 
educational and health institutions are grateful for the introduction of H. R. 
3322 and S. 1004. Knowing how interested you are in this program and what 
an important part you will play, I am herewith taking the liberty of writing 
you, unofficial, from my residence to give information which may or may not 
be useful at the hearings. I trust that you will receive this in the same spirit 
in which it is given and will keep it in confidence. 

The Department of Defense is going to put up a very vigorous fight and their 
arguments will be convincing unless their motives, philosophies, and figures are 
carefully analyzed and serutinized. The following questions might bring some 
interesting answers if they were answered forthrightly : 

1. Upon what authority does a department have to bypass the will of 
Congress? 
2. Who promulgated the stock fund? 
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3. What philosophy was back of the stock fund? (Was it to pay a political 
debt to certain national organizations dealing in used property’) 

4. Figures based on acquisition cost show that more dollar value of prop- 
erty has been donated but what percent of this property falls in the very low 
dollar value returns and what percent falls in the higher dollar value 
returns? 

5. Does the armed services need men better educated and better trained 
technically as draftees and volunteers? 

6. If so, is it not better to use property to train future draftees and volun- 
teers so that they will be able to handle the present technical equipment more 
efficiently ? 

7. Does a department own the property or have custody of the property? 

8. Does the property not belong to the United States which means the 
taxpayers? 

9. Is it economically or morally sound to sell taxpayer’s property below 
actual value when educational and health institutions could use such prop- 
erty and get 100 percent public benefit returns? 

10. Whose responsibility is it to dispense the stock funds? 

11. How are the stock funds used? 

12. Does any or what portion of the stock fund revert to the Treasury? 

Only a small percent of property generated by the DOD was ever donated be- 
cause most of it was of such a nature that it could not be economically used by 
eligible donees. It is my opinion that were all of the property generated made 
available it would not materially affect the volume of property that would be 
left for sale by the DOD. It would lower the dollar returns in the higher brackets. 
This would be for the best interest of all citizens. 

You will find attached herewith a letter which I am getting out to a select 
list of eligible institutions in South Carolina. 

Please advise if I can furnish additional information or be of assistance in 
any way. 

Very truly yours, 

PB. H. TALBERT. 


STATE OF SoutH CAROLINA, 
SuRPLUS PROPERTY PROCUREMENT, 
Columbia, 8S. C., February 11, 1955. 
To: Education and health institutions. 
From: E. H. Talbert, director, surplus property procurement. 
Subject: Donation program. 

You will please find attachments that represent an attempt to brief you on the 
present status of the donation program. 

1. Copy of introduction of H. R. 3322 by Congressman John W. McCormack, 
Democratic floor leader, taken from Congressional Record. 

2. Copy of telegram from L. K. Barry, chairman, National Association of 
State Agencies for Surplus Property. 

(Juote from H. R. 3322 as follows: “is amended by inserting immediately after 
(2) the following: ‘No property (including property capitalized in a working- 
capital fund) shall be sold under this or any other act as surplus property until 
it has heen determined whether or not such property is usable and necessary for 
educational purposes or public-health purposes, including research.’ ” 

The attachments above and the quotation are all self-explanatory and are being 
sent for your information. My desire is to give you the background information 
in case you wish to write Congressman McCormack and Senator John L. Me- 
Clellan a letter of your own volition for the records of the hearing. Letters to 
McCormack and McClellan should be of such nature that they can be used in lieu 
of personal appearance. 

Please be advised that it is not necessary to write to the Senators and Congress- 
men from South Carolina because every one of them are actively supporting the 
respective bills. Hon. Olin D. Johnston and Hon. J. Strom Thurmond are both 
cosponsors of S. 1004 which is on identical bill to H. R. 3322. Any number of 
Senators can cosponsor a bill but in the House there can be only one sponsor 
so identical bills would have to be introduced. Every Congressman from South 

YXarolina was ready and willing to introduce identical bills but it was decided 
expedient for them to give active support to H. R. 3322 and this they are doing 
very ably. It would be all right if you wish to send then an information copy 
as a courtesy if you write Congressman McCormack and Senator McClellan. 
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No attempt will be made to outline a letter as it will be better for each of you 
that write to have your own personality inflected in your testimonial for the 
record. I am putting down a few suggestions which you may or may not incor- 
porate as applies to your own institution. Feel free to express your sincere 
feelings in any way you wish. (1) Ways in which the program has helped your 
overall program to permit you to render a greater and more efficient service to 
your community, county or State. (2) Unusual uses, conversions or repairing 
which gave training in maintenance, operation, etc. (3) Equipment that gave 
training to the boys to render better technical service when inducted into or 
voluntarily join any branch of the armed services. (4) Education and health 
ean utilize varied classes of property which has no further Federal usage (give 
examples). (5) We are getting less good property under the stock-fund program 
than formerly and at a time of our rapidly expanding health and educational 
programs throughout the country. (6) Federal property belongs to the taxpayers 
of the United States and not to the Departments that have cusody of the property. 
(7) Read and reread Congressman McCormack’s introduction of H. R. 3322. It 
really has meat in it. 

This is really your program for the benefit of schools and hospitals. The sur- 
plus property procurement staff is paid by the State of South Carolina to admin- 
ister the program for you and your institution. It is up to you to decide » hether 
or not to lend your weight for its continuance. 

Should there be additional information you desire, please advise. © appre- 
ciate your sending me a copy of your communications. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a letter from Msgr. Frederick (+. [Loch- 
walt, director of the Department of Education of the Nationa! Catholic 
Welfare Conference. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


NATIONAL CATHOLIC WELFARE CONFERENCE, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Washington 5, D. C., February 17, 1955. 
Hon, JOHN McCorMACK, 
Chairman of the Special Subcommittee, 
House Committee on Government Appropriations, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. McCormack: The Department of Education of the National Catholic 
Welfare Conference wishes to express its interest in and support of H. R. 3322, 
a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
so as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public health purposes. 

Schools served by our department have been participating in advantages of 
Public Law 152, the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
which allocates surplus property for donation to tax-supported and/or tax- 
exempted school systems, colleges, and universities. It seems to us unfortunate 
that the creation of the stock funds or capital working funds within the bureaus 
and technical services of the Department of Defense has cut down the potential 
flow of surplus property under the donation program. 

It is encouraging to note that H. R. 3322 would amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by providing that “no property (includ- 
ing property capitalized in a capital working fund) shall be sold under this or 
any other act as surplus property until it has been determined whether or not 
such property is usable and necessary for educational purposes or public-health 
purposes including research.” 

It is our earnest hope that this amendment will restore to the schools, hospitals, 
and public-health groups the priority originally given to them for surplus prop- 
erty under the 1949 act. 

The Department of Education of the National Catholic Welfare Conference 
is sincerely grateful for this opportunity to express its point of view on this 
matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G. HocHWALT, 
Director, Department of Education. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a telegram from the Honorable William 
C. Marland, Governor of West Virginia. I have already put in a let- 
ter from him. 
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(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 
CHARLESTON, W. Va., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCormack, 
Room 1301, New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Regarding your telegram February 10. Very much interested in passage of 
H. R. 3322. Wish to cooperate in every way possible. If you think it advisable, 
will be glad to have representatives attend hearing. This legislation is vital 
to the best interest of public health and education in West Virginia. 

WILLIAM C. MARLAND, Governor. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a letter from Mr. W. F. Libby, Acting 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. Dawson: This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1955, request- 
ing our views on H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949. 

The objective of this bill, as we understand it, is to improve the administra- 
tion of the program for utilization of surplus property for educational and public 
health purposes, including research. 

We have no objection to enactment of H. R. 3322. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that it has no objection to our submit- 
ting these comments. This advice is not to be considered as indicating the 
relationship of the bill to the President’s program. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. F. Lissy, Acting Chairman. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a letter from Mr. Edwin C. Barringer, 
executive vice president of the Institute of Scrap Iron & Steel, Inc. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

INSTITUTE OF ScrRaAP IRON & STEEL, INC., 
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JoHn W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 

DraR CONGRESSMAN McCorMAckK: In connection with the public hearing to be 
held by your committee at 10 a. m. February 15, on H. R. 3322, it is respectfully 
requested that the attached memorandum regarding section 1 of this bill be read 
and made a part of the official hearing. 

In offering this statement for inclusion in the record it is desired to emphasize 
that the Institute of Scrap Iron & Steel, Inc., is in agreement with the general 
principle of donating usable Government surplus property to tax-supported 
educational institutions and public-health activities, where actual needs exist. 

Respectfully submitted, 

EpwIn C. BArrincer, Hxecutive Vice President. 
MEMORANDUM FOR SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON DONABLE PROPERTY, HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
From: Edwin C, Barringer, Executive Vice President, Institute of Scrap Iron & 


Steel, Ine. 
Subject: Recommended revision of FT. R. 3322. 


1. PURPOSE OF H. R. 3322 


Reference is made to H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, 81st Cong.) so as to improve 
the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus property for 
educational and public-health purposes. 
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2. DONATION ACTION BENEFITS THE ECONOMY 












The Institute of Scrap Iron & Steel, Inc., desires to emphasize that it is in 
agreement with the general principle of donating usable Government surplus 
property to tax-supported educational institutions and public-health activities, 
where actual needs exist. Such practice benefits our economy as a whole and 
tends to lessen the possibility of increasing the local, State, and Federal tax 
structures. 










3. PRESENT AUTHORITY TO DONATE 











It is our belief that Public Law 152, sections 202 and 203, now confer upon 
the General Services Administrator and the Secretary of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare adequate authority to effectuate a successful 
donable program. Thus it is believed that additional legislation to accomplish 
such a program is not required. It is recognized, however, that the determination 
for legislation in this regard is a prerogative of the Congress, 



















4. LANGUAGE IN 





H. 


R. 3322 









If the committee gives favorable consideration to enactment of the general 
principles contained in H. R. 3822, it is strongly recommended that certain 
: language presently contained therein be revised. Particular reference is made 
3 with respect to the sentence in section 1 thereof beginning in line 6: ““No prop- 
: erty * * * shall be sold * * * as surplus property until it has been determined 
whether or not such property is usable and necessary for educational 
purposes * -* *.” 















5. DONABLE PROPERTY DETERMINATIONS 
















In order to carry out the intent of that part of section 1 referred to above, 
it would be necessary to make determinations that property was donable. 
Currently surplus property is being generated at over 500 Government agencies 
and military installations in continental United States alone. This determina- 
tion activity might very well incur a substantial administrative task and thus 
retard or delay the evacuation of such property. 





6. DEFINITION OF “PROPERTY” 





Section 3 (d) of Publie law 152 under the heading “Definitions” states “The 
term ‘property’ means any interest in property of any kind except (1) the 
public domain and lands reserved or dedicated for national forest or national 
park purposes; and (2) naval vessels of the following categories: battleships, 
cruisers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, and submarines.” 











7. SCRAP IS PROPERTY 





In view of the foregoing, surplus property includes scrap, i. e., property which 
by competent authority has been determined to have no value except for its 
basic material content. For instance, when property which has been produced 
with iron and steel deteriorates through obsolescence, corrosion, and failure, to 
a degree where it has no value except for furnace-melting purposes in making 
new ferrous products, then it has become scrap iron and steel, a raw material. 













8S. INTEREST OF SCHOOLS IN SCRAP 

























It is believed that educational institutions have very little need,, if any, for 
scrap. It cannot be utilized except for consumption in steel mills and found- 
ries, and schools by and large are not engaged in such enterprises. It would 
appear, therefore, that it is unnecessary to incur delays in order to determine 
Whether or not such property (scrap) is usable and necessary for educational 
purposes. 










9. GOVERNMENT LARGE SCRAP PRODUCER 







The quantity of scrap iron and steel annually produced in this conntry approxi 
mates a volume, moneywise, totaling more than $1 billion. A substantial part 
of this quantity is generated by the Government through its executive agencies, 
particularly the military. Scrap thus produced is offered for public sale under 
t & uniform system of competitive bidding. The successful bidder, generally a 
scrap dealer, picks up and transports the material to his yard where it is sorted, 
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cut to size, or compressed into bundles or bales for ultimate consumption in 
steel mills and foundries. 


10. SMALL BUSINESS MAKES UP SCRAP INDUSTRY 


There are probably 4,000 to 5,000 firms in this country which are engaged to 
some degree, in the business of buying, preparing, and selling scrap iron and 
steel. Practically all of these firms can be classified as small businesses. Fur- 
thermore, most of them are actively engaged in bidding on offerings of Govern- 
ment scrap and in some instances, depend wholly upon this source for such 
material. 


11. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISION 


It is vitally important to the defense effort that the flow of scrap continue 
unabated, without delay or interruption to commercial consumers. It is likewise 
important that the dislocation of small business operations be avoided if at 
all possible. It is strongly recommended therefore, that the quotation beginning 
“No property * * *” on page 1, line 6, of H. R. 332 and ending on line 2 of 
page 2, be revised to read as follows: 

“No property (including property capitalized in a working-capital fund, but 
excluding property determined to have value only as scrap) shall be sold under 
this or any other act as surplus property until it has been determined whether 
or not such property is usable and necessary for educational purposes or publie 
health purposes, including research.” 


Mr. McCormack. There is a statement from Congressman Lee 
Metcalf. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


The schools and health agencies of Montana have a stake in the bill before 
you—a bill to correct the result of faulty administration and a lack of coordina- 
tion between responsible executive agencies. 

Since establishment of the program of allocating useful and needed surplus 
Government property to education and health agencies, Montana has received 
material valued at a little over $6 million. Under the program, in which 151 
of our schools are participating, dozens of Montana school shops have received 
heavy equipment they could not have afforded. 

For example, I have recently received these letters from Mr. E. J. Tuomi, 
superintendent, school district No. 45, Augusta, Mont., and Mr. M. F. Whalen, 
superintendent, division of physical plant, Montana State College, Bozeman, 
Mont.: 

Scnoor District No. 45, 
Augusta, Mont., February 4, 1955. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: I am taking this method of asking you to support any measures 
that will be in favor of schools and other State institutions to buy surplus prop- 
erty. This property has been purchased with tax money; therefore I am of the 
opinion that schools and State institutions supported by taxpayers should have 
the first opportunity to select and purchase donable property. 

Our school just built a new shop which is equipped with approximately 80 
percent surplus equipment and tools. If surplus equipment would not have 
been available, we would not have been able to equip our shop as we have for 
at least 3 years because of the cost of the equipment. 

I know you understand the financial problems of the Montana schools and the 
big help surplus equipment has been to us. 

Respectfully yours, 


E. J. Tuomi, Superintendent. 
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MONTANA STATE COLLEGE, 

Bozeman, February 7, 1955. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: I am writing to urge your support of House bill 3322 pertaining to 
the disposal of surplus Federal property to schools and colleges. 

We, at Montana State College, have actively participated in the donable 
property program and have found it of tremendous benefit. We have obtained 
property that we could not otherwise have afforded for use both in instruction 
and maintenance. 

However, the program has deteriorated badly this last year and has reached 
the point where very little material is available to the schools and colleges. It 
appears the material is going elsewhere. 

I urge you again to do all within your power to secure passage of this bill. 

Sincerely, . 
M. F. WHALEN, 
Superintendent, Division of Physical Plant. 


I believe this committee should approve this bill to reestablish the authority 
of Congress to allocate surplus property to schools and health agencies—the 
authority which Congress provided and which existed prior to the Department 
of Defense directive of February 1, 1954. 

This surplus property belongs to the people, not to any Federal agency. 
Where useful and needed, this property should be used for the benefit of the 
people who bought and paid for it and whose schools and health agencies are 
in dire need of it. 

In his education message to Congress, President Eisenhower said the crisis 
in education is in part a legacy of the years of war and defense mobilization. 
Yet by this directive, the Department of Defense is itself obstructing our efforts 
on behalf of our schools. 

I have heard it said that the donable surplus property program is a school- 
subsidy program. I would rather subsidize the schools than subsidize the junk 
dealers to the detriment of the schools. This latter is what has been happening 
since the directive was issued. The surplus diverted by this directive has been, 
and is being, sold at auction—at a return of only 6 or 7 cents on the dollar. 
I doubt if the return from these auctions is much more than enough to pay for 
the cost of the auctions. 

I am informed that under the donable surplus property program, the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare had been taking only about 6 percent 
of the material available as being useful and needed for education and health. 
This authority should be continued. 

I have just received a summary of what this program has meant to Montana. 
I should like to conclude with this summary from Mr. W. J. Ernst of Helena, 
director of the donable property division of the Montana State Department of 
Publie Instruction : 

“This agency has received surplus property from the Government in the amount 
of $6,056,353 from 1946 through December 31, 1954. It has consisted of machine 
tools, carpenter tools, maintenance equipment of all kinds. 

“If this property is cut off as a result of the stock fund accounts, this agency 
will cease to exist, thus cutting off all property to schools and hospitals which 
have benefited by this program. 

“The taxpayers are realizing both direct and indirect savings and benefits 
through secondary utilization of Federal surplus property. 

“The program has enabled secondary and higher educational institutions to 
enlarge and expand their courses of study. Small schools which ordinarily 
would not have been in a financial position to offer specialized courses now have 
them as a part of their regular curricula as a result of this Federal progam. 

“Results are both better and more extensive training of individuals, a salutary 
effect for both our armed services and the civilian economy. 

“The secondary use of Federal real property for educational purposes has 
been of great benefit to the taypayers. Many thousands of veterans have been 
housed on university campuses through the use of the off-site transfer of build- 
ings for use as dormitories, classrooms and recreational centers.” 


Mr. McCormack. There is a statement from Congressman Wayne 
N. Aspinall. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 





STATEMENT or Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CoLORADO 






Mr. Chairman and members of the committee ; I am personally pleased to appear 
before you at this time and endorse unhesitatingly and unequivocally, H. R. 3322, 
a bill introduced by my distinguished colleague, the mzjority leader, Mr. 
McCormack of Massachusetts. 

I wish to take this opportunity to compliment the majority leader in sponsoring 
this measure. He has always been in the forefront of the never-ending struggle 
to protect the rights of all of cur people against those who would attempt either 
by legislation or by Executive order to provide for a selected few that which 
belongs to all. 

Mr. Chairman, educators from all parts of Colorado’s Fourth Congressional 
District and from all over the State of Colorado have been highly indignant at 
the regulation issued by the Comptroller of the Department of Defense. This 
regulation issued last year has in effect abrogated the express intent of Congress 
with respect to the school and health surplus property program as contained in 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

Mr. Chairman, Public Law 152 passed in 1949 and Public Law 754 passed in 
1950 have been extremely beneficial to Colorado institutions. The enactment of 
such legislation enabled eligible schools and tax-supported and nonprofit tax- 
exempt hospitals to obtain substantial aid from the surplus property program 
in the form of property and much needed equipment which they were able to 
acquire at little or at no cost to themselves. 

Mr. MeNeil’s regulation of last year has resulted in selling to salvage dealers 
such surplus property rather than making it available for distribution to our 
schools and hospitals. In turn, these salvage dealers who obtained such surplus 
at a fraction of the original cost and realizing the need for this property fre- 
quently offered it for sale to the institutions at rates which showed the huge 
profits involved to the salvage dealer. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to remind the Comptroller of the Department of 
Defense that Government agencies do not own property but rather that they are 
the custodians of it for the people of the United States. In view of the growing 
crisis in education and health, it ill-behooves the Department of Defense to 
auction such property at a return amounting to 5 to 7 percent of the cost. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I should like to reiterate my complete support of 
the provisions of H. R. 3322. 


Mr. McCormack. We have a statement from Congressman James 
Roosevelt. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 



































STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 











Mr. Chairman, I have received a number of communications favoring the 
passage of H. R. 3322, and I would like to be on record as strongly in favor of 
this proposed legislation. The educational and health needs are so acute in 
California that the stock fund property, in the form of donation, is urgently 
needed. 

I would like to submit for the record a letter from Mr. Frank M. Wright, 
associate superintendent of public school administration for the State of Cali- 
fornia, as an example of the need and as evidence from an expert on the subject: 










STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Sacramento. 








lon. JAMES ROOSEVELT, 
The House of dee prese niatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Roosevett: Public Law 152, 8ist Congress, section 203 (j) (1) 
provides for the donation of personal property which is surplus to the needs of 
the Federal Government and is useful and needed for educational and public 
health purposes. 

Under this act, and prior laws dealing with the donation of property, California 
educational and public health institutions have received approximately $95 
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million (Government acquisition cost) worth of personal property during the 
past 914 years. During this pericd, educational facilities in California were 
expanding at an ever-accelerated rate, and this program has proved to be of 
inestimable value to them. However, on February 1, 1954, the Department of 
Defense issued Directive 7420.1 “Regulations Governing Stock Fund Operations,” 
These regulations provide, in effect, that as stock funds are set up no excess 
property is eligible for donation but must be sold. These regulations have their 
authority under Public Law 216, Sist Congress, which was passed 40 days after 
the enactment of Public Law 152. During the past several months, many 
attempts have been made to have the Department of Defense amend its regula- 
tions so that stock fund property could be donated. These attempts have not 
been successful. 

On January 31, 1955, Congressman John McCormack of Massachusetts in- 
troduced H. R. 3322. This bill amends the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program. It 
also provides that property classified as stock fund property shall be donable. 

I am sure you are quite aware of the acute educational and health needs in 
California. The continuing growth of these programs and their need for prop- 
erty to conduct their operations are enormous. In view of this situation, I 
would appreciate it if you would support H. R. 3322. I am sure you will agree 
that great public benefit is derived by the people of the United States when all 
property which is useful and needed for educational and public health purposes 
is donated. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK M. WRIGHT, 
Associate Superintendent of Public School Administration. 


Mr. McCormack. We also have a statement from Congressman 
Jack Westland of Washington. 

Without objection, it will be put into the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HoN. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Jack Westland. I represent the Second Congres- 
sional District of the State of Washington. I wish to make a statement 
behalf of H. R. 3322. 

The use of Federal surplus property for educational and health purposes is 
of great importance to the State of Washington. Representatives of numerous 
hospitals and schools have written and wired me informing me of the great 
value of the donable surplus program to their respective institutions. As one 
hospital put it, ‘We can recall some 2 years ago that without this assistance 
(of the donable surplus program) we were practically forced with our back 
against the wall to close the hospital, receiving no assistance from any source.” 
I have seen, at a mental hospital in my district, where the use of these surplus 
products has made that institution 75 percent self-supporting thus saving the 
taxpayers thousands of dollars which would otherwise have been needed. Under 
the Federal Property Act of 1949 many school districts have been able to save 
thousands of dollars each year and this money saved has been used to supply 
other critical needs for their growing school population. 

Especially in a State such as Washington which is experiencing a rapid popu- 
lation growth and where many school districts are at or near 
limit is the continuation of the donable surplus program essential. 
districts have been able to obtain essential items only because 
receive property under the surplus program. 

The school and hospital administrators of my State have been rightfully 
concerned over Defense Department Regulation 7920.1 and its effect on the 
acquisition of Federal surplus by their institutions. Considering the critical 
condition of our schools and the great need to promote public health, it seems 
completely unjustified to curb this program. Yet this is the effect of regulation 
7920.1 which states that once inventories have been capitalized into a stock fund 
the goods are no longer donable but must be sold. While there is a serious 
question as to whether the Federal Government is actually making any return 
on goods so sold, there is no question that the effect of continued capitalization 
of Defense Department inventories into the stock fund will ultimately result 
in complete drying up of the source of most donable surplus, 
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I strongly urge that this committee give favorable consideration to H. R. 3322. 


Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. Pardon me for interrupting. I did not mean to inter- 
rupt. Had you finished ? 

Mr. McCormack. I had finished. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Allison W. Honeycutt, deputy director of the North 
Carolina agency for surplus property utilization, presented to me this 
morning a copy of a joint resolution adopted on February 16, 1955, 
by the General Assembly of North Carolina, in regard to this bill. with 
the request that it be made part of the record, and I would like to ask 
permission to have it made a part of the record. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


or 


(The following joint resolution, No. 125, was unanimously passed at 1 this 
afternoon, February 16, 1955 :) 


A Jornt Reso! UTION MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES TO 
Pass H. R. 3322 as AN AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES Ac Tt or 1949 


Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States a bill 
designated as H. R. 2322, introduced by Representative John W. McCormack of 
Massachusetts, ee the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 (40 U.S sec. 484) ; and 

Whereas the purposes of said bill are: (a) The clarification of the intent of 
Congress as expressed in the act of 1949 to make the stock fund of surplus 
property available to health and educational institutions; (>) the clarification 
of Federal and State functions with respect to the surplus property program by 
authorizing all Federal agencies to enter into cooperative agreements with State 
agencies which will allow State agencies to participate more fully in the surplus 
property program of the Federal Government; (c) The authorization of pur- 
chasers of such surplus property to dispose of the same within 1 year: and 

Whereas the passage of the proposed bill will greatly aid the sc hos Is and 
hospitals of North Carolina in obtaining at reasonable prices property that has 
been declared surplus by the Department of Defense and various other depart- 
ments of the Federal Government, and will allow the sale of additional types of 
surplus property to various State agencies; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate, the house of representatives concurring: 

SecTION 1. That the General Assembly of North Carolina hereby earnestly 
requests the Congress of the United States to immediately pass and enact into 
law H. R. 3322, and requests each member of the North Carolina delegation in 
Congress to vote for the passage of said bill. 

Src. 2. This resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
adoption. 

In the general assembly, read three times and ratified, this 17th day of February 
1955. 

L. E. BARNHARDT, 
President of the Senate. 
Larry I. Moore, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. Jonas. Mr. Honeycutt has also furnished me with a statement 
prepared by himself bearing upon the subject, which I would like to 
have incorporated. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ALLISON W. Honeycutt, Deputy DrrRecTOR oF THE NoRTH CAROLINA 
AGENCY FOR SurRPLUS PROPERTY UTILIZATION 


The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’s 1954 report of surplus 
property acquisitions and transfers to health and education from 1946 through 
June 30, 1954, ranks North Carolina as follows: Personal property, $23,107,350, 
or the rank of seventh in the Nation. In real property, $15,928,390, or the rank of 
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thirteenth, making total benefits to our State of $39 million and ranking North 
Carolina as twelfth in the Nation. 

This backward look is gratifying but the present and future prospect is bleak 
and discouraging unless favorable consideration is given to legislation introduced 
in Congress on Monday of this week, January 31, as H. R. 3322. It reads as 
follows: “A bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program for the utiliza- 
tion of surplus property for educational and public health purposes.” 

This bill gets immediately to the heart of the problem in North Carolina and 
for all other States administering the Federal surplus property utilization 
program. Under the caption of “Growing Crisis in Education,” Congressman 
McCormack, of Massachusetts, pointed up some of the salient features on which 
you will wish further informational background on the recent unsatisfactory 
administration of the Federal surplus property utilization program. The follow- 
ing quotes are from Congressman McCormack’s speech introducing the bill, 
which was referred to the House Committee on Governmental Operations. 

“As the situation worsens daily, I find that a great source of help is being 
denied to school and health institutions of the Nation as the result of faulty 
administration and the lack of coordination between responsible executive 
agencies. 

“Most of the property has come from the military services which use so much 
of the tax base of the Nation and State that local needs cannot be met. War 
and other emergencies place great though necessary burdens on our citizens. I 
find, however, that a regulation issued by Comptroller McNeil, of the Department 
of Defense on February 1, 1954, has had the effect of abrogating the carefully 
considered and expressed intent of Congress with respect to the school and 
health surplus property program. 

“The regulation causes much of otherwise donable property to be capitalized 
into stock-fund arrangements, Such property though surplus to needs of hold- 
ing agencies cannot be donated under the regulation but must be sold. May I 
add that Government agencies do not own property—they are merely custodians 
for the people of the United States. 

“Huge auction and bid sales have been and are being held throughout the 
land with the average gross return amounting to 6 and 7 percent of cost. 

“Taxpayers who know of the growing crisis in education and health have com- 
plained by the hundreds to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Department of Defense, the Budget Bureau, and the White House. There 
has been no corrective action in a year though studies continue to be made 
day by day. 

“In the meantime, I am today introducing a bill which I consider necessary 
to correct the donable surplus property program where a regulation issued by 
an executive department has set aside the will of Congress, which alone under the 
Constitution has the authority to make all needful rules and regulations con- 
cerning the Nation’s property. Mr. Speaker, I urge that this bill be referred 
to the proper committee for speedy action.” 

The sales referred to above have been and are being conducted under the pro- 
Visions of the Department of Defense Stock Fund Directive 7420.1, which as 
implied in portions of the speech quoted, have had the effect of abrogating “the 
carefully considered and expressed intent of Congress with respect to the school 
and health surplus property program.” 

Under the referenced Department of Defense directive, billions of dollars 
worth of the better types and condition of surplus previously available to health 
and education have been sold to speculators. Thus potential benefits are denied 
to the youth of our country. A sample of one of the worst blows to education 
and health units was a sale’s disposal of typewriters to speculators at $4.50 
each, all 450 of which were sadly needed not only in classes but also in offices 
of schools, hospitals, and health departments. 

Before the stock fund’s inroads on our program, the North Carolina agency 
was able to set up scores of typing classes in schools never previously able to 
offer typing training to students. Daily requests must now almost without 
exception be denied schools or health units. As one State agency sadly com- 
mented: “The value of these typewriters to schools cannot be estiniated in 
money since the schools do not have sufficient of either.” 

Similar situations have developed in the past few months in the agency’s 
efforts to obtain pickups and larger trucks, jeeps, and automobiles needed 
hy health and educational units in their daily operations. The same statement 
applies with equal force to cafeteria and kitchen equipment, hand and machine 
tools, furniture and other items most needed by health and education. 
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Remedying the present law to effect rescission of the so-called stock-fund 
directive and otherwise reassure eligible health and educational institutions 
that better types of property will again be available will tremendously encourage 
vocational education, especially in rural areas where funds for equipment are 
hard to obtain for construction of shops not to mention the equally important 
factor of suitable equipment for them. Participation in the property utilization 
program is statewide, over 90 percent of all counties having already picked up 
property from our warehouses since July 1 of last year. 


Mr. McCormack. Congressman Prouty, of Vermont, has submitted 
a letter. 

Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


FEBRUARY 15, 1955. 
Hon. Wiri1aAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, House Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: I wish to take this opportunity to express my enthusiastic 
support of H. R. 3322. ; 

This legislation will be of great benefit to the State of Vermont insofar as 
schools and institutions are concerned. I feel certain that the donation of 
surplus property to schools and hospitals utilizes surplus property to a greater 
advantage to the taxpayer than the so-called funding program. 

I respectfully request that you employ your best efforts to bring about 
favornble action by the committee on H. R. 3322. 

Sincerely yours, 
Winston L. Prouty, Member of Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there anything else, Mr. Jonas ? 

Mr. Jonas. Nothing. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I have some letters including one from 
the superintendent of public instruction of the State of ( ‘alifornia, 
one from the head of the division of administration, State depart- 
ment of education, and a number from school districts and private 
education groups in my area who have written me. 

I ask that those be included. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

ARDEN—CARMICHAEL UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Carmichael, Calif., February 10, 1955. 
Hon. Jonn E. Moss, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: I am writing you in regard to H. R. 3322 regarding the method 
of disposing of surplus military properties. We are of the opinion that this 
bill, as presented in the House of Representatives, would improve the adminis- 
tration of the present program so that it can be more easily utilized for educa- 
tional and public health purposes. We feel that it is important to our schools 
that legislation of this type be enacted into law. We solicit your support for 
this bill. 

I understand that the companion bill is 8. 1004. 

Thanking you, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


L. C. Rurr, 
District Superintendent. 


ARBUCKLE UNION ScHoo. District, 
ARBUCKLE, CaALir., February 11, 1955. 
Representative Moss, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Sir: There is a serious need for the continuation of the surplus-property pro- 
gram as it affects the public schools of the United States. Would you please 
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consider giving favorable support to House bill H. R. 3322 and Senate bill S. 1004. 
Thanking you for your attention, we remain, 
RoarRD OF TRUSTEES, 
ARBUCKLE UNION ScHOOoL DISTRICT, 
AL R. Sy via, Secretary to the Board. 


MAxwe._L Unton Hicu ScwHcor, 


Mazrwell, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
JoHN R. Moss, 


United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Moss: We received a letter from the State of California Department 
of Education concerning House bill 3322, and would like to take this oppor 
tunity to ask for your support of this legislation when it comes before the 
Iiouse. This law concerns the utilization of surplus property for education and 
public-health purposes. 

Thanks sincerely, 
JOHN W. Cox, Principal. 


OrRLAND PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 


Orland, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Mr. JoHN E. Moss, 


Member of Congress, 
House Building Office, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: It has been drawn to my attention that the 
Department of Defense has arbitrarily decided that they would sell stock fund 
surplus properties rather than donate it. As we have benefited tremendously 
from this program and have equipment in the local schools that we could not 
afford to buy otherwise, we are vitally interested in two bills. 

These bills, H. R. 8322 and S. 1004, are to improve the administration of 
the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public 
health purposes. It also provides that surplus property classified as stock fund 
property, which is useful and needed, will be donated for educational and 
public health purposes. 

We sincerely solicit your support of these measures. 

Very truly yours, 
CuHAs K. Price, 
District Superintendent. 


PACIFIC ELEMENTARY ScuHoo. DISTRICT, 


Sacramento, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN E. Moss, 


Congressman from California, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Your support of bill H. R. 3322 would be greatly appreciated. Surplus 
properties have been of inestimable value for educational and public health 
purposes in our public schools. 

Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 
FERN BAcon, 
Distriet Superintendent of Pacific School. 


SACRAMENTO STATE COLLEGE, 


Sacramento 19, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, 


Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: It has come to my attention that the Department 
of Defense has, contrary to Public Law 152, June 30, 1949, instituted a policy 
of selling certain properties declared surplus by the Government services. 
This policy must be reversed. 


59322—55 10 
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Public Law 152 is one of the best bits of legislation that has been passed 
by Congress for the benefit of educational institutions and other recipients. It 
has not only kept down the cost of instruction, but has contributed equipment 
that certain school districts could never have obtained otherwise, hence those 
students in that area were better prepared for higher learning. 

With this information before you, I recommend your support of H. R. 3322 
containing certain beneficial amendments to Public Law 152 mentioned above. 

I wish to thank you for sending me a copy of the 1949 Yearbook of Agri- 
culture that I requested. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert B. Hewitt. 


BETHANY-PENIEL COLLEGE, 
Bethany, Okla., February 12, 1955. 
Re H. R. 3322; Senate bill 1004. 
Congressman Moss, 
Congressional Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: Bethany-Peniel College is vitally interested in bill 
H. R. 3322, that has recently been introduced relative to selling Government sur- 
plus property. If this bill could be passed it would be a great help in a material 
was to all colleges of the Nation. We are very grateful for the opportunities 
we have had in the past of working with Government surplus property. It has 
assisted us in getting some equipment that would have been utterly impossible 
had it not been for the savings in Government surplus property. The oppor- 
tunity of the Health, Education, and Welfare research agencies to screen before 
this material is available to the public would be of great assistance to us. 
Anything you can do to help would be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
Roy H. CANTRELL, 
President of the College. 


EASTERN New Mexico UNIVERSITY, 
Portales, N. Mew., February 12, 1955. 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, Jr., 
Committee on Government Operations, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: I should like to urge the passage of H. R. 3322, 
which I understand is in your committee. 

This bill pertains to surplus property for educational institutions. I am sure 
all of the educational institutions—public schools, colleges, and universities— 
have profited in a similar manner to this one with the surplus property act. We 
have received an enormous amount of surplus property at very little cost and 
some at no cost to the institution. Had it not been for surplus property, we 
would have been in much poorer circumstances than at the present time. 

I just wanted you to know that the institutions are profiting in an educational 
way with this act, and we would certainly like to urge the passage of this bill. 

With kindest personal regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
Frioyp D. Gouden, President. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Sacramento, February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN E. Moss, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Moss: Public Law 152, 8ist Congress, section 208 (j) (1) pro- 
vides for the donation of personal property which is surplus to the needs of the 
Federal Government and is useful and needed for educational and public health 
purposes. 

Under this act, and prior laws dealing with the donation of property, Cali- 
fornia educational and public health institutions have received approximately 
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$95 million (Government acquisition cost) worth of personal property during 
the past 91% years. During this period, educational facilities in California 
were expanding at an ever-accelerated rate, and this program has proved to 
be of inestimable value to them. However, on February 1, 1954, the Depart- 
ment of Defense issued Directive 7420.1 Regulations Governing Stock Fund 
Operations. These regulations provide, in effect, that as stock funds are set 
up no excess property is eligible for donation but must be sold. These regula- 
tions have their authority under Public Law 216, Slst Congress, which was 
passed 40 days after the enactment of Public Law 152. During the past several 
months, many attempts have been made to have the Department of Defense 
amend its regulations so that stock fund property could be donated. These 
attempts have not been successful. 

On January 31, 1955, Congressman John McCormack of Massachusetts intro- 
duced H. R. 3322. This bill amends the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program. It 
also provides that property classified as stock fund property shall be donable. 

I am sure you are quite aware of the acute educational and health needs 
in California. The continuing growth of these programs and their need for 
property to conduct their operations are enormous. In view of this situation, 
1 would appreciate it if you would support H. R. 3522. I am sure you will agree 
that great public benefit is derived by the people of the United States when all 
property which is useful and needed for educational and public health purposes 
is donated. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK M. WRIGHT, 
Associate Superintendent of Public School Administration. 





Mr. McCormack. Congressman Teague, of California. 
We will be very happy to hear from you now. 
Mr. Tracur. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Teagur. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles Teague, Representative 
from the 13th Congressional District of California, I want to appear 
very briefly and urge support of H. R. 3322. 

I have received many communications from school and hospital 
people in my district in California, stressing the importance of this 
bill and the principle it embodies to them. 

It happens that in my district I have seven major military instal- 
lations. As a result, we have, naturally, an increased problem from 
a school and hospital standpoint. I know many of the superintend- 
ents of both the schools and hospitals personally. They assure me 
that this will be very important and very helpful to them. I have 
confidence in their judgment. 

[ believe, as I understand the situation, the proceeds which would 
go to the Government on the sale would be nominal, and that the 
public interest would be much better served and well served by the 
enactment of H. R. 3322. I fully support it. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Congressman. 
4 Mr. J. B. Blackford. Is he here? 
We will hear you, Mr. Blackford. 

Vill you give your full name and address, Mr. Blackford ? 
Mr. Biackrorp. James B. Blackford, Richmond, Va. 

Mi. McCormack. Are you representing any organization ? 
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Mr. Biacxrorp. No, sir. [ama very small surplus-property dealer. 
Tam what you calla pinhooker. 

Mr. McCormack. Call a what? 

Mr. Buiackrorp. A pinhooker, which is an expression used on the 
tobacco market for a person who just buys little odd lots and things. 


STATEMENT OF J. B. BLACKFORD, SURPLUS PROPERTY DEALER, 
RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Buackrorp. I should like to give my experience in alerting 
the State of Virginia into the possibility of saving large amounts of 
money in the purchase of surplus property, and my own experience 
in how the Department of Defense is allowing the surplus-property 
dealers or Surplus Property Institute to, I consider, brainwash the 
administrators of surplus property at these regional meetings that 
are now being held. 

There was a meeting in November in Norfolk in which the only 
outsiders allowed to talk were the Surplus Property Institute and 
the Auctioneers Association, and there was one just completed in 
Jacksonville, Fla., in which the only other outsiders were these same 
people. 

I understand the Surplus Property Institute told the assembled 
property people that the small dealers should be left out, that only 
the big dealers were capable of handling surplus property, and that 
for that reason it would be best to let the stuff out in large quantities. 

I should like to tie that in with how this has affected in the past 
the State of Virginia. For instance, in Virginia they have just com- 
pleted, or are just building, a cafeteria and hospital at the Eastern 
State Mental Hospital at W illiamsburg, Va. They let bids out for 
the kitchen equipment. I think that the lowest bid was something 
like $196,000. 

Well, only a few weeks ago, at the Belvoir Quartermaster Depot 
in Rie hmond, they sold large quantities of kitchen equipment. This 
is a beautiful oil- -burning range, a beautiful commercial type re- 
frigerator. The oil-burning range went for—it cost $389 and went 
for $56. The kitchen equipment cost $465; the refrigerator went for 
$353. And the trouble is that the way the law is now written, the 
State of Virginia can’t put in a deposit because they are not allowed 
to, and they can’t buy this stuff at a fraction of its cost. 

If you changed the law on donations, it would be fine, or if you 
changed the law so that they could bid, it would be fine. But there 
should be a different manner of valuing the material. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you “mean? The way it is now 
operating ¢ 

Mr. Buacxrorp. Yes, sir, the way it is now operating. 

I would also like to bring up the fact that I complained to Congress- 
man Gary of this so-called brainwashing. He wrote a letter to the 
Department of Defense. We have a reply here from Admiral Parks. 

Mr. McCormack, Are you a constituent of Congressman Gary ? 

Mr. BLackForp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. He is one of the ablest Members and finest Mem- 
bers of the Congress. 


nr 





. a. om bk 


EF 


iler. 


the 
rS. 


UER, 


ting 
s of 
ence 
erty 

the 
that 


only 
and 
1 in 
ame 


bled 
only 
that 
ities. 
past 
‘om- 
tern 
, for 
hing 


epot 
This 
. re- 
went 
t for 
. the 
ywed 


you 
chere 


now 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 137 


Mr. BriackrorD. He pointed this question out, and Admiral Parks 
answered and said—well, I have the letter here. Perhaps I could 
read it: 


The conference at the United States Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Va., was a 
Government conference and no outside interests actually participated in the 
conference. Representatives of the Surplus Dealers Institute and a _ repre- 
sentative of the Auctioneers Association were, however, invited as guest speakers. 
The guest speakers gave Government conferees technical information on problems 
faced by the buyers of surplus property and by the auctioneers who cry auction 
sales. The speakers did not participate in the conference after completion of 
their speeches. The enclosed copy of the agenda is forwarded to illustrate the 
subjects upon which the speakers gave short talks. 

This conference was the first of a series to be held in various regions of the 
United States. Invitations to these conferences are sent to Government agencies 
in the region. Similarly, invitations are extended to associations or institutes 
who have chapters or members in the vicinity to be guest speakers. Every 
effort is made to have these associations or institutes arrange for the speakers, 
since these organizations are comprised largely of individuals or small indi- 
viduals or small businesses. Further, such procedure prevents criticism of any 
preference being made as to the selection of the speakers. 


Now, actually this happened in Norfolk. A few weeks ago, they 
had a hearing in Jacksonville. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you like to make this a part of the record ? 

Mr. Buackrorp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 10, 1955. 
Hon. J. VAUGHAN GARY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Gary: Your letter of December 21, 1954, addressed to the Secre- 
tary of Defense concerning the regional conference on the subject of disposal of 
surplus material, has been referred to the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
Department of the Navy, for reply. 

The conference at the United States Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Va., was a 
Government conference and no outside interests actually participated in the con- 
terence. Representatives of the Surplus Dealers Institute and a representative 
of the Auctioneers Association were, however, invited as guest speakers. The 
guest speakers gave Government conferees technical information on problems 
faced by the buyers of surplus property and by the auctioneers who cry auction 
sales. These speakers did not participate in the conference after completion 
of their speeches. The enclosed copy of the agenda is forwarded to illustrate 
the subjects upon which the speakers gave short talks. 

This conference was the first of a series to be held in various regions of the 
United States. Invitations to these conferences are sent to Government agencies 
in the region. Similarly, invitations are extended to associations or institutes 
who have chapters or members in the vicinity to be guest speakers. Every effort 
is made to have these associations or institutes arrange for the speakers, since 
these organizations are comprised largely of individuals or small businesses, 
Further, such procedure prevents criticism of any preference being made as to 
the selection of the speakers. 

Your interest in the Government surplus material disposal program is appre- 
ciated. If I can be of further service to you in this matter, please do not 
hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 
JoreL D. Parks, 
Rear Admiral, (SC), USN, Acting Chief of Bureau. 
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TENTATIVE AGENDA 
PROGRAM 1ST DAY 


Welcome address: Host activity. 

Introduction: Master of ceremonies. 

DOD “Operation Cleansweep”: DOD representative. 

Questions and answers. 

DOD screening and merchandise plans: DOD representative. 

Questions and answers. 

10-minute break. 

DOD screening: Material Redistribution Division. 

Questions and answers. 

DOD redistribution: Material Redistribution Division. 

Questions and answers. 

Public Law 152 and sales contracts: Department of Navy General 
Counsel. 

Questions and answers. 

Luncheon. 

GSA role in screening, redistribution and disposal: GSA repreSenta- 
tive. 

Questions and answers. 

Functions of FSS regional offices: FSS representative. 

Questions and answers. 

10-minute break. 

Role of HEW: DHEW representative. 

Questions and answers, 

Role of field HEW representative : DHEW field representative. 

Questions and answers. 

10-minute break. 

Impact material on industries: Department of Commerce repre- 
sentative. 

Questions and answers. 

End of first day. 


PROGRAM SECOND DAY 


Role of surplus dealer: Surplus Dealers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Present methods versus WAA: Surplus Dealers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Disposition made of merchandise: Surplus Dealers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

10 minute break. 

Needs of surplus buyers: Surplus Dealers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Suggested Improvements in Government sales: Surplus Dealers 
Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Future outlook of surplus dealers: Surplus Dealers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Luncheon. 

History of auctions: Auctioneers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

Auction procedures: Auctioneers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

10 minute break. 

Merchandising and advertising: Auctioneers Association. 

Questions and answers. : 

Critique of DOD auction sales: Auctioneers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

10 minute break. 

Auctions versus sealed bid sales: Auctioneers Association. 

Questions and answers. 

End of second day. 
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PROGRAM THIRD DAY 


0830-1200 Round table discussion of Army, Navy, and Air Force problems: 
Army, Navy, Air Force and Material Redistribution Division 
Representatives. 

Luncheon. 

1330-1630 Discussions with respective services: Each service. 

Mr. Buacxrorp. In Jacksonville it was practically these same 
people, as far as I know, were the only outsiders inv ited. I consider 
it just brain-washing. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you mean by “brain-washing”? 

Mr. Buackrorp. I mean, they are indoctrinating these people, that 
only us big dealers are the only people who can handle the surplus 
property disposal, and just do things our way of doing it, and don’t 
listen to anyone else. I could tell them plenty of things wrong from 
the small dealers’ standpoint. I also could tell them plenty of things 
wrong from the standpoint of helping the schools and colleges. 

I feel like the Surplus Property Dealers Institute 

Mr. McCormack. What is this institute / 

Mr. Biackrorp. They seem to represent this cliqne of surplus prop- 
erty dealers. They are having a big conference with a big banquet 
at the Plaza Hotel this weekend in New York C ity. I don’t know 
who they are, but they seem to have an ingrained ability for trading, 
and they seem to be getting this material “for nothing because of the 
way it is being turned loose in large quantities. 

1 feel like they, the States, the institutions, and the small-business 
men are all being injured. I think that the Patman Monopoly Com- 
mittee should investigate this group and see if they are not making a 
joke of the way the property is being turned loose now. 

I feel ike—— 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might ask a question at 
that point. 

Has there been a tendency recently to make these offerings in larger 
lots ¢ 

Mr. Biackrorp. No, sir. I will be frank. It just seems to me there 
are large lots that have been continuously let loose. 

Mr. Moss. Has that been a changed policy, the offering of large 
lots? 

Mr. Biackrorp. They tried to put pressure on them to get lower 
lots, but, well—how can I express it? For instance, first, the only 
people who can buy these stoves will be the large institutions—will 
be States and governments, and the way the affair is held, there is 
no way the States can change the architects’ specifications to make 
the stoves fit. I am trying ‘to remember whether these stoves were 
let loose as one lot or not, but I rather feel like the very fact that the 
Surplus Property Institute came to these regional meetings and ad- 
vised that surplus property be let loose the material in large lots is 
proof of my contention that they are trying to influence the Defense 
Department into handling it this way. I don’t say 

Mr. Moss. I was trying to establish the relationship between what 
they have said and the 1 -esultant policy that has been developed. 

Mr. Bracxrorp. I am not familiar with the whole opération of the 
program enough to know. 
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Mr. Moss. I would agree on that. But I am wondering if the 
policy which has developed has indicated that they have been at all 
persuasive in their dealings. 

Mr. Buackxrorp. I wish I could tell, but I am unable to do it. I 
also would like to say that I think my own State is terribly derelict. 
They have a terrific amount of surplus property 

Mr. McCormack. Well, we do not want to go too far into that now. 
We are considering H. R. 3322, and the purpose of it is to consider the 
legislation that will assure the carrying out of the intent of Congress 
and expressed in the act of 1949 and also another enactment in 1950, 
and if we get too far afield into other subjects, it is liable to extend 
where people will come in and want to be heard, and that is another 
day, which will probably be inquired into, the question of the amount 
received, whether the Government got a proper return, and all of the 
factors enter into that. I cannot say it will be, but there is a reason- 
able probability that it will be looked into. But that is a matter for 
another subcommittee to do other than this one here. 

Mr. Biackrorp. I would like to say that I think that the mental 
hospital situation in Virginia is terrifically overcrowded. I think 
that—— 

Mr. McCormack. Well, that is a matter, now, for the State of Vir- 
ginia. Weare not prying into that. 

Mr. Biackrorp. I think this law will be a great help. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, your opinion is that the donors’ 
program has been of inestimable value to the States and subdivisions 
and to the colleges and the health institutions of the country? I 
mean, it has been until recently, within the past year or so / 

Mr. Biackrorp. I assume—I am sorry. <A year and a half ago I 
was in the Korean war. I don’t know what happened. But I think 
now that the State is missing out on a terrific amount of material that 
could be used. And I think that some of the things that are happening 
in the way it is being administered now are very bad. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr, Jonas ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir. I want to ask him some questions about this. 

Were you at this sale? 

Mr. Biackrorp. No, sir. I got out after the sale bid was open. 
Actually, this was opened last Wednesday. ‘This is the second bunch 
of stoves and refrigerators and ovens that were turned loose. The 
ones I referred to were turned loose about 6 weeks ago. Practically 
the same stoves and ovens and cooking utensils, all of them were 
brandnew. But I am sorry, I wasn’t there for that one. 

Mr. Jonas. You did not see the lot of equipment ? 

Mr. Biackrorp. Oh, yes; [ have been down and seen it. 

Mr. Jonas. With respect to the refrigerators, the list shows that 
they were used refrigerators. 

Mr. Brackrorp. Well, I must have made a mistake in regard to the 
refrigerators. T should have referred only to the stoves as unused. 

Mr. Jonas. Were the 294 ranges sold in bulk? 

Mr. Briacxrorp. I think in that case they allowed individual bids, 
to open that up further. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it your point that the amount received was not a fair 
price for the merchandise sold ? 

Mr. Briackrorp. Well, I say, yes, sir; it was not a fair price. 
Whether it could be changed under existing circumstances, I don’t 








Se oan 


Pp 


ee eee 


Re a RE, ee 


eee ee a ae 





Sse ask na 


dea 

) 
thi 
pea 
Iti 
is t 
of | 
sect 
Su 

I 
bae 

\ 
mer 

\ 

\ 

\ 
don 
kno 
der 

M 
as t] 
acti 
prac 

M 
it n 
the 
char 

M 
have 
it w 





Feed de Pees 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 141 


know. But I feel that if the State had a certain leeway in its pur- 
chasing policy, it would be willing to pay $200 or $300 for these stoves, 
but because they have to put deposits down and put a sealed bid in, 
they are not allowed, under the existing State laws, just to go in there 

and buy them. These dealers who can have a certain balance in their 
manipulations bid very low and get them. The last bunch of stoves 
went to Habana, Cuba, I was told, and the man made a terrific profit, 

the one who bought them for $31. 

Mr. McCormack. Who bought them; do you know ? 

Mr. Buackrorp. Morgan Supply Co., of Tempe, Fla. And I think 
in that case they all went out as one lot. I don’t think they had a 
breakdown. I think they had to take all or none. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you a member of the institute ? 

Mr. Buackrorp. Oh, no, sir. I am just a very small potato. I have 
a capital of $1,500-—— 

Mr. McCormack. Now, there is nobody small before this commit- 
tee, Mr. Blackford. I want you to understand that. There is nobody 
small. Everyone is an American citizen and entitled to all of the 
dignity and respect of American citizens. You may say “small” in 
relation to others, but in this committee no one is small. 

Mr. Buackrorp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. You may proceed. 

Mr. Jonas. Is the institute composed, then, only of wholesale 
dealers ? 

Mr. Buacxrorp. Well, I am sorry, sir, I do not know. The only 
thing I know about the committee is that in some way they have ap- 
pee ared at these regional meetings. I don’t know who belongs to them. 
I tried to get the names of the members. This is the “welcome.” This 
is the seminar that was given in Norfolk, but it doesn’t give the names 
of the four men from that institute. Back here it shows the whole 
second day. One-third of the agenda was devoted to people from the 
Surplus Property Institute. 

I am sorry. Somewhere in there that is mentioned. That is on the 
back of Congressman Vaughn Gary’s letter, that agenda. 

Mr. Jonas. But you do not know what the requirements are for 
membership ? 

Mr. Biuackrorp. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it a sort of trade association ? 

Mr. Biackrorp. I suppose it is. I wouldn’t be surprised if they 
don’t have some lawyers for them right here in this hearing. I don’t 
know. I am sure it affects their dealings, the fact that this law is un- 
der consideration. 

Mr. Jonas. I was a bit concerned over your brainwashing comment, 
as the Chairman was. I have heard that term used in connection with 
activities in the Far East recently, and we do not want to begin the 
practice of brainwashing in this country. 

Mr. Brackrorp. Well, probably I am exaggerating a little. But 
it makes me mad. I could tell them 50 things that are wrong with 
the way the property is being turned loose, but I have never had a 
chance to go down there and tell them what I think is wrong. 

Mr. Jonas. You say you have not had a chance. You mean you 
have not been invited to do so? Have you made any effort to discuss 
it with anyone involved ? 
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Mr. Brackxrorp. Well, I told Mr. Lawrence of Health, Welfare and 
Education, I certainly was disgusted with what I heard had happened 
in Norfolk, and I told Congressman Gary that I was very disgusted 
with what had happened in Norfolk. I don’t think that I went to any 
particular department, because there are so darned many people mixed 
up in surplus property, you don’t know where to go. You have GSA, 
Defense, and Health, Welfare and Education. But the people who 
are on the “in” know how to go and get their story before the admin- 
istrators, but the people who feel mad about it don’t know how to 
do it. 

Mr. Jonas. Would it be proper for this committee to receive any 
recommendations he wishes to make? If he has some ideas that will 
help correct this situation, I think that the committee would be glad 
to cooperate in seeing that the proper authorities have the advantage 
of his suggestions. 

Mr. McCormack. There is no question about that. I have indicated 
that the probabilities are that some other subcommittee will pursue 
that aspect of it. We are appointed for a specific purpose, and while 
we cannot adhere strictly to here, we do not want to depart too far 
from it. That is the only thought I had in mind. 

Now, we would be very glad to receive a communication, if you want 
to send me a communication setting forth your criticisms of the dis- 
posal of surplus property, to date by the Defense Department and your 
suggestions. We would be glad to see that they are called to the 
attention of the proper subcommittee. 

Mr. BLackrorp. Ccnatoeiiiiia. I probably am making an indirect 
push for your bili. Tsay that the way the property is going now it is 
going for a fraction of its cost, and that is not the way it should go. 
I say it will do untold good, on donable properties, whereas the way 
it is going now, they are getting practically nothing for it. 

Mr. McCormack. You mean “undue harm” the way it is being dis- 
posed of now? 

Mr. Buackrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No; no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, let me see what this is. 

Mr. Biackrorp. That is the Norfolk meeting, the same meeting that 
has been held in Jacksonville, Fla., the last 3 or 4 days. Congressman 
Vaughn Gary has a lot of stuff. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you leave this with the committee? 

Mr. Buacxkrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And will you leave the other one? 

Mr. Buackrornp. Yes, sir. I’ve got this written out as a right fiery 
statement. I hope you don’t mind. 

Mr. McCormack. You have this, what? 

Mr. Buiackrorp. I have what I had to say written out as a right fiery 
statement. I hope you don’t mind. 

Mr. McCormack. What kind of statement? 

Mr. Biackrorp. Fiery statement. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 
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Mr. Moss. No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there anything further that you want to say, 
Mr. Blackford ? 

Mr. Buackrorp. No, thank you. I say I have enjoyed the chance 
of talking before the committee.' 

Mr. McCormack. We have been very glad to have you. 

Mr. Biackrorp. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any other persons who want to testify ? 

Mr. Hearty. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here in behalf of the 
American Municipal Association. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you give your full name for the record, and 
what organization you are associated with. 

This is Mr. Healy, is it not? 

Mr. Heaty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you want to read your statement? I have 
already put it in the record. 

Mr. Heaty. Perhaps that is sufficient. 

Mr. McCormack. You can use your own discretion. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK HEALY, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE 
AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Hearty. The main point that we want to make is that while we 
favor the principle of H. R. 3322, we do not think it goes far enough 
and we feel that any public agency should be eligible to receive this 
donable surplus property. 


Mr. McCormack. Any way? 

Mr. Hearty. Any agency—any Government agency—and I am 
speaking particularly, of course, of city governments and the civil- 
defense agency. This is all cont ained in the statement that you have. 

Mr. McCormack. Your organization is a national one, is it not? 

Mr. Heary. Yes, sir. We are the National Association of Munici- 
palities, representing 12,000 cities and towns in 44 States. 

Mr. McCormack. You favor the continuance of the donable pro- 
gram in an effective way ? 

Mr. Heaty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. So that while you believe the bill should go 
further, your organization or your association is in support of the bill 
before the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Heaty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any questions, Mr. Jonas or Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No; not at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonas. May I ask Mr. Healy one question ? 

Membership in ‘the association is not restricted to certain classes of 
cities, is it? 

Mr. Heaty. No, sir; it is not. 

_Mr. Jonas. From the size of New York down to any incorporated 
c1ty ¢ 

Mr. Hmary. Any incorporated munic ipality. We have very small 
towns in North Carolina up to New York City. 


* See pp. 329 and 330 for letter from Mr. Blackford, clarifying part of his testimony. 
2 See pp. 107-109. 











144 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Jonas. Up to the largest city? 

Mr. Heaty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. I believe that the League of California Cities is a mem- 
ber of your association, is it not? 

Mr. Heaty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. And you feel that the donable surplus program should 
be extended in order to compensate somewhat local government for 
its loss of tax base over the years and to help alleviate the tremendous 
pressures that now exist in local governments to meet almost impos- 
sible problems that are facing them ? 

Mr. Heaty. That is exactly right, Mr. Moss. That point is brought 
out in our paper here, which includes also a table at the end of it show- 
ing the percent distribution of Federal, State, and local tax collections 
over a period from 1929 to 1951, under which the local share of the tax 
dollar went down from 45 percent in 1929 to 13 percent in 1951. 

Mr. Moss. Any help received here through the donable surplus pro- 
gram would almost immediately reflect in the local taxes paid by the 
people in the cities and municipalities ? 

Mr. Heary. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That is all. 

Mr. Hearty. And it is the same taxpayers who are paying the 
Federal taxes. 

Mr. Moss. And it is a group of taxpayers who in recent years have 
been faced with a very rapidly climbing tax rate? 

Mr. Heary. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. That is all the questions I had, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, are there any further observations, Mr. 
Healy? Weare not curtailing you, you understand. 

Mr. Heaty. The statement that you have introduced in the record 
presents our entire position on the matter. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Mr. Healy. 

Mr. Hearty. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any other witnesses / 

Mr. McNeil, we would be very glad to hear from you. 

Hon. W. J. McNeil, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp- 
troller) of the Defense Department. 

Mr. McNeil, you may proceed, 


STATEMENT OF W. J. McNEIL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(COMPTROLLER) ; ACCOMPANIED BY M. H. LANMAN, JR., ASSIST- 
ANT GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; J. CURTIS 
JENKINS, BUDGET ANALYST, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; AND 
MELVIN K. ZUCKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, ACCOUNTING POLICY, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. McNem. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss this 
proposed legislation. 

In presenting the position of the Department of Defense, I should 
like to cover three main points. 

(1) The Department of Defense does not oppose in any way a 
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program to make available to educational and health institutions 
Federal vocoey which is surplus to the needs of the Federal Govern- 
ment and which can be effectively utilized by these institutions. 

(2) The problem of supply management and discipline within the 
Department of Defense and its responsibilities to the Congress and 
to the taxpayers for businesslike operations of all the functions of 
the Department and in particular supply management. 

(3) To propose within the framework of these desired objectives— 
of maintaining a donable program and at the same time operating the 
vast enterprises of the Department of Defense on a businesslike basis— 
a possible solution. 

The Department of Defense has never taken the position that prop- 
erties surplus to the needs of the Defense Department which have any 
useful life should not be disposed of in a manner consistent with the 
expressed intent of the Congress. Rather, the department has at- 
tempted to achieve that result although there have been legal questions 
as to the application of conflicting legislation which appears to re- 
quire statutory clarification. 

The attitude of the Department of Defense is perhaps best stated 
by the following quotations, one of them going back to the time of 
George Washington, and one of them from a talk given by Secretary 
Wilson in Detroit in 1952. I am interpolating these quotations as I 
thought they probably outlined our position on education as well as 
anything we could think of. 

Washington said on the subject of education in his farewell address, 
September 19, 1796: 


Promote then, as an object of primary importance, institutions for the gen- 
eral diffusion of knowledge. In proportion, as the structure of a government gives 
force to public opinion, it is essential that public opinion should be enlightened. 

Secretary Wilson in a talk before he became Secretary of Defense 
outlined his thoughts on the general subject of education, and the 
thoughts he expressed then, represent, best the thoughts that we have 
today in our approach to the problem of education and the support of 
education. Ina talk he made in 1952, Mr. Wilson said: 

Americans have accepted wholeheartedly, even if somewhat blindly, the old 
truism that universal education is essential to the life of American democracy. 
From the time of Jefferson down, this thought has become deeply imbedded in 
the mind of the whole Nation; and our representative government in its several 
branches—town, county, State, and Nation—has wisely appropriated generous 
amounts for schools and colleges. The principle was formally recognized as 
early as 1787 when Congress incorporated the following provision in the North- 
west Ordinance: “Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good 
government and the happiness of mankind, schools, and the means of education 
shall forever be encouraged.” 


On the other hand, the Defense Department as custodian of the 
largest amount by far of Federal property has both the responsibility 
and the duty to operate on sound business principles and to maintain 
the application of such principles to supply management and disci- 
pline. Congress in enacting the National Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1949 provided the framework within which these objectives 
were to be accomplished and in that legislation, and by subsequent 
enactments, studies, and reports have made it clear that we are under 
i mandate to produce these results. As you know, title IV of the 
National Security Act Amendments of 1949 is the legislation under 











146 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


which we are to get this job done. This part of the National Security 
Act Amendments of 1949 was unanimously supported by the two 
Armed Services Committees when reported by them to the floor of both 
Houses and was passed by the Senate without objection and over- 
whelmingly by the House with no recorded dissent. 

The major tool for effecting businesslike supply management 
through financial inventory control envisioned by this legislation was 
the creation of working capital funds which are of two classes: the 
industrial funds to finance shipyards, arsenals, repair shops, and other 
enterprises comparable to private industry ; and the stock fund which 
formed the basis for institution of businesslike principles in major 
fields of supply management and inventory controls. 

The principles of stock-fund operations might be best illustrated 
through an example: a business-type enterprise—the naval stock 
fund—“owns” the fuel oil of the Navy. This enterprise is operated by 
the Navy, of course, but no oil is issued or consumed unless there is a 
charge to the current appropriation and the current allotment of the 
commander of the ship or the shore station. Therefore, the stock fund 
either has the oil or the funds which it received from the appropria- 
tion—one or the other. Thus, the integrity of the working inventory 
and mobilization reserve are maintained. Because there is no free 
issues under this type of operation, the consumption of resources or 
the use of the material is controlled by action of the Congress in mak- 
ing appropriations. Only when an allotment to a station commander 
from an appropriation for the purpose is available to receive the 
charges can the material be withdrawn, or taken off the shelf. 

This principle is being applied to consumption-type by capitalizing 
the inventory on hand together with providing enough working capital 
to handle the turnover. 

Aside from the obvious advantages resulting from improved man- 
agement of the large inventories—and the examples of these improve- 
ments are numerous the principle has introduced a discipline in terms 
of the attitude of the user of the property which has not heretofore 
been present; in other words, that the commander of the post, camp, 
or station can only procure from the stock fund when he has funds 
which have been made available by the Congress through the appro- 
priation process to, what we call “pay” for what he uses. The practice 
of making charges rather than the old practice of “free issue”—for 
material taken off the shelf is, in the opinion of many who have given 
serious thought to the problem, the most effective means of achieving 
supply control and efficiency and economy in the use of resources in 
day-to-day operations. The statute—section 405 of the National 
Security Act—is mandatory in this regard. It provides that the stock 
fund shall be reimbursed for the supplies, stores, and materials when 
issued. This section of the law goes further, however, in its encour- 
agement of good supply practice and it provides that when the ship 
or station commander has supplies on hand which are not required for 
use, he can return them to the stock fund for credit to his operating 
account or to his operating allotment. 

We have been moving ahead on the implementation of these princi- 
ples and on the enormous amount of additional educational effort 
which must accompany the widespread adoption of business practices 
in our establishment. Although the widespread use of this principle 
is comparatively new, the Department of Defense has already offered 
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for recission or transfer hundreds of millions of dollars through im- 
proved management of stock-fund inventories. In the appropriation 
request this year, from one service, there is a recission proposed or 
offered of $700 million as a result of improved supply operations in 
the Army alone. 

I might remark, however, that the Preparedness Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Armed Forces of the United States Senate headed by 
Senator Flanders, as late as last year stated that we may not be moving 
rapidly enough. It is our firm belief that the salutary effect of supply 
discipline which is being encouraged through the use of stock funds 
might well be dissipated in a circumstance where charges to com- 
manders throughout the Establishment are required for credit to the 
stock funds at the same time that others might be free to acquire some 
of the same materials by donation, however worthy a purpose there 
might be for the donation. 

The issuance of regulations by Secretary Wilson on February 
1, 1954, after months of work and full coordination with the three 
military departments, the Bureau of the Budget and the General 
Accounting Office, and after certain clarifications have been made in 
the basic legislation by the 83d Congress, served to bring this prob- 
lem—that is, the problem of donations and at the same time supply 
discipline—to bring this problem, not heretofore anticipated, into 
sharp focus. 

During the past several months, while we were attempting to work 
out a basis upon which we could cooperate to the fullest degree with 
the donable program, the Department in conjunction with the Bureau 
of the Budget, DHEW and GSA made studies in the field which 
indicated that stock-fund property of the type and character which 
might be most desirable for the program was producing a return of 
an average of 40 percent on the dollar and that in some cases the 
return was substantially higher. In 1 case, in the course of this 
study, it was found to be a trifle over 71 percent. 

While this study was not comprehensive, it is certainly fair to 
assume that the figure of 7 to 8 percent of acquisition cost. which 
represents overall recovery of sales of all types of surplus property, 
including scrap and salvage i is not representative of the return of the 
sales of stock-fund materials. Thus, there was a serious question as to 
whether this material was within the test laid down in House Report 
670 on the Federal Property and Administrative Service Act of 1949, 
that the property to be donated under the program should be only 
property the sale of which would realize little monetary return. It 
was during this time, and with these considerations in mind, that I 
indicated to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget a desire to dis- 
cuss this matter with the Appropriation C ommittee at the time of the 
presentation of our 1956 Budget. My intention prior to the introduc- 
tion of H. R. 3322 was to suggest to that committee the possibility of 
the establishment of an appropriation account, perhaps within the 
Department of Defense, to serve this purpose. The establishment of 
such an account would, of course, require no additional legislation or 
ameneeaen to the Property Act, such as is now under consideration 
by this committee. The session at which I would have made such a 
proposal was initially scheduled for February 11. However, it has 
been postponed and is now scheduled for February 21. 
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After further consideration of the matter, following introduction 
of H. R. 3322, our solution for achieving both the desirable object 
of maintaining supply discipline within the Military Department and 
at the same time providing an effective donable-property program 
would still be to recommend the establishment of an appropriation 
account preferably in the Department having control over the pro- 
gram, in this case the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
which account would reflect charges equivalent to the fair value of 
the property turned over for donation. It would then be clear to 
all personnel involved in the operation of the supply in the Depart- 
ment of Defense that the stock fund was operated on true commercial 
and businesslike principles—on a cash-and-carry basis—and at the 
same time the Congress for the first time would have complete infor- 
mation available to it as to the extent and cost of the program. 

In conclusion, I should like to reiterate that in working out our 
financial and supply management problems in the Department of 
Defense, we would welcome clarification of congressional intent on 
the subject before you today, but earnestly request that in making 
provision for a successful donable program that provision also be 
made for preserving the integrity of the stock-fund principle and 
without diluting the encouraging efforts being made in the De- 
partment of Defense to achieve improved supply discipline and 
management. 

We have representatives of the Assistant Secretary of Supply and 
Logistics here today to discuss the effect of the current proposed bill 
on disposal procedures, and if it is the pleasure of the committee, 
you can hear from them, or I would be glad to attempt to answer any 
questions first if you so desire. 

Mr. McCormack. I think we had better proceed with you. 

You have representatives of the Assistant Secretary for Supply? 

Mr. McNett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. We will hear from them later. 

Mr. McNet. Yes, sir; at your pleasure. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. Yes; I have some questions, Mr. Chairman. 

I am rather interested in the statement that we have been getting 
returns on this property of 40 percent on the dollar and 71.80 percent 
on the dollar. What percentage of the sales held recently have pro- 
duced a return of this type? 

Mr. McNet. In attempting to get something that would be of help 
to this committee, so that they could get a good “feel” of the problem, 
I asked that they get a complete sale, all the lots in a complete sale, 
without regard to whether the property might be usable or otherwise, 
that is, in this stock-fund-type material. 

The example that was gotten at random was a sale on October 19, 
20, and 21, at the Columbus, Ohio, General Depot. There were 65 
lots of material which appeared to be of types usable by edue: 
tional institutions. I would be glad to put this list in the vesued, 
because I think it is quite important. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it will be inserted in the 
record. I think we probably have it already, but we will insert it 
as a part of your testimony. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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139 
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65 lots of surplus property included in a public auction sale at Columbus, Ohio, 
Army General Depot, on Oct. 19, 20, and 21, 1954 





Acquisi- | Gross Percent 


Lot description 7 
tion cost | proceeds | return 


| Miscellaneous lot kitchenware, flour scoops, forks, pots, ladles, bread 
knives, dippers, plastic soup bowls, glass chinaware, ete. (B13) $437 | $140 
Miscellaneous hardware, handle socket wrenches, nippers, C 
clamps, upholsters needles, etc., approximate weight 482 pounds 
(B17) 1, 050 135 
| Lot 36-inch snaps, approximately 3, 47 79, each approxims ate we ight 
70 pounds (B41) 198 45 
228 pairs men’s service shoes, miscellaneous sizes, approximate 
| weight 1,050 pounds (B44)_-_.___. 1,140 
210 pairs white cotton trousers, approxims ate W eight 264 pounds 
CB ccna 493 
Lot miscellaneous sewing ‘supplies, ‘threader and trim needles, 
cotton and silk thread, soreness etc., approximate weight 80 

|, DREDGE CGE) onc coecsdcacandosasseeaue Doindevd ous ‘ 319 
| Lot misce ‘laneous textile, ete., ve approxim: ate “weight 62 pounds | 
49 





5 | Miscellaneous lot hardware, pullers, gages, leather stamp dies, | 

approximate weight, 2,735 pounds (B77-78-79-80) 

3 | Miscellaneous lot remover-replacer bushing camshaft sets, auto- 

| motive tools, screwdrivers, tool ignition micrometers, calipers, 
etc., approximate weight 550 pounds (B83-84) 

Miscellaneous lot hardware supplies, consisting of steel hasp, 
wood auger, baring bits, wood chisels, special taper taps, block 
pulleys, wire metal babbit for automatic soldering machine, | 
etc., approximate weight 842 pounds (B-95) 

Miscellaneous lot office supplies, liquid glue, typewriter ribbons, 
books on recreation, chalk, cellulose tape, wrapping paper, 18- | 
inch cutter and holder, approximate weight 810 pounds (B96-97 

76 | Miscellaneous lot kitchen supplies, meat hooks, cake pans, butcher 

saw, cookie cutters, ladles, cook forks, etc., approxinate weight 

601 pounds (B98) ‘ 
| 1 Black-Decker, 34-inch electric drill approximate weight 32 

pounds (B105) - 
5 | Lot high-speed and c: arbon steel drills, approximately 1,742 each, 
| approximate weight 1,050 pounds (B109 
227 pair gloves (synth etic rubberized) 
| Lot metal lathe tools, hardware supplies, tire irons, insulating 
| materials, and valve cleane rs, approximate weight 1,354 pounds 
(B 110-114-115-116-117) 
| 1 automatic dishwasher (spray type), model 10B steam-heated 
po steel body and tank, approximate weight 1,090 pounds. 
(B 127-A)- 980 
Lot pk ain laundry marking pins, approximate weight 467 pounds. 
| (B-134) ? , 000 

1 electric sewing machine, folding standard 14-horsepower, model 
6w156, approximate weight 400 pounds. (B-139-B)-_-_-_-- 66 

Miscellaneous lot white bond paper, typing bond sulfite, 8 by 
1044-inch, typing paper chemical wood substance 24 buff size, 
ete., approximate weight 584 pounds. (B-141)- 113 

Miscellaneous lot office supplies, blue wood drawing pencils, 








ing rubber erasers, etc., approximate weight 164 pounds. (C-1)-. 
5 Miscellaneous lot hardward, solder, screwdrivers, punches, snap 
-ent / sets, ratchet wrenches, sharpenir gstor D es, alinir g wrenches, etc., 
5 approximate weight 374 pounds. (C- 

TO- 22 | Miscellaneous lot kitchen supplies, flow ur scoops, wax wrapping 
; | paper, apple c rer, lap mets 1] pitcher syrup glasses, knives, etc., 
i Ppt eens. weight 572 —— (C-4) - 

1elp - art brushes, camel hair No. 1, approximate weight 96 pounce 

lem, . 33 | Miscellaneous lot gli ussware and chinaware consistir gsirup pitcher, 

sale 7 mustard pots, eae ately 909 each, approximate wei; ght 

9 = | 1,800pounds. (C-21-22)-__- 7 

vise, ; 136 Mise: llaneous lot mon ~ fie wrenches, sc} the blades, pipe wrenches, 


double end box wrerches, screwdrivers, C el imps, flue brushes, 
ete., approximate weight 1,199 pounds. (C-28-29-30-31-33) _- | 
19 ; Miscellaneous lot office supplies, white paper, wood pen holders, 
; computing ribbon, inkstands, etc., approximate weight 432 
pounds. (C-32)...... 

Miscellaneous lot hardware consisting water-pump pliers, combi- 
nation pliers utility wire cutters, spark-plug wrenches, screw 
extractor sets, wood chisels, ete., approximate weight 739 pounds. 
(C-34-36-39-40) _ _ .- 

Miscellaneous lot various sizes index cards, approximate weight 
686 pounds, (C-35)_-. 

Lot automotive tools, brake shoe gages, rim wrenches, brakelining 
appliers, water-pump tools, generator armature | vulle ‘r, universal 
chain wheel puller, etc., approximate weight 432 pounds (C-4] 

Lot kitchen utensils consisting, stock pots with cover, basting 
spoons, ladles and dippers (chrome steel and carbon steel hot 
tinned) china strainers, square cooking pans, corrugated gal- 
vanized can covers, etc., approximate weight 1,594 pounds 
(C-44-45-46-47-50-52) 


59322—55 11 
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65 lots of surplus property included in a public auction sale at Columbus, Ohio, 




















Army General Depot, on Oct. 19, 20, and 21, 1954—Continued : 6: 
Lot Acqvisi- | Gross | Percent 4 — 
No. Lot description tion cost | proceeds | return L 
s icccaiisiseatealiniatipinitetias Rina abiteten N 
170 | Miscellaneous lot hardware consisting, carbon steel drills, high nasil 
speed drills (various sizes) blacksmith tools (all kinds), ball peen 
machinist hammers, tools and withholders, pipe-chain vises, 5 
woodworking chisels, socket-wrench boxes (empty), metal tool- re : 
boxes, gimlets, etc., approximate weight 3,862 pounds (C-93-94- ‘ 5. 
95-96-97-98-99-101- 102- NSS <i cei ncaaew sees 209.62 Spee $6, 057 $1, 200 2 : 
196 | Miscellaneous lot staplers, gages, indicators, pocket thermometers, ii 
reamers, Be deg pliers, wire-drill gages, No. 6, paper benders, ‘ cated 
long shank drills, ete.. SWT 1,071 pounds (E- ~234-246-245-244- b 
SU OUD... one oan tbitigns bras oihutcealeanian 3, 103 375 2 > 
197 | Lot miscellaneous paper, typewriter, book offset plate, “stencil, 3 iten 
mimeograph, carbon, plain, waterproof bag paper and liners, & tion 
SWT 8,374 pounds (E-235-196)..._._....-..------------------ 2, 970 650 2 fe vid 
205-| Lot fluorescent lamps, wall and desk, ‘approximately 45 each, : the 
SWT 1,274 pounds (E208)... -- 405 375 93 r 
208 | Lot steel cabinet drawers, approximately 123 each, SWT 590 pounds ; 
(-S00).. -. ..<-.+--dn ong hulen stbiee cient Sab weahean nena liek 376 50 133 CO 65 
223 | Lot wrenches, offset, roller, socket, sparkplug, screwdriver bits, i ) 
extension bit holders, float gages, carpenter squares, nail pullers, ty act 
wing dividers, etc., SWT 1,620 pounds (E-184-185) -- 4, 351 525 12 z 
246 | Lot breast drills, shoe knives, switching awl blades, hacksaw 5 ing 
blades, alining wrenches, pliers, wrenchpipe straps, roller chains, Fi b] 
ete., SWT 3,110 pounds (E-156)_.-....-----.--.--- 8, 948 600 7 , a 
258 | Lot wire baskets for desks 3 by 14 by 10, approximately 704 each, ? it S 
SWT 639 (E-149). 176 45 2 
265 | Lot kitchen utensils, steel chrome cake covers, ‘chinaware, enamel- € ] 
ware, dippers, cooking pots with covers, utensil bags, egg re - , tT 
tinned whip, ladles (chrome and steel) frying pan outfit without . ore 
extension handle, and frying pans, flour scoops, aluminum is N 
scoops, etc., SWT 2,973 pounds (E-131-128-127-126-125-124- ¥ 2 
SNS oa blde Soo 2 sce ech ahinintanh agian neenaes eakne< 1, 899 425 22 x wel 
281 | Lot sheath machete for 18-inch blade, maintenance stove tool bags, f . 
olive drab webbing, white medical mosquito bar netting, etc., pA mis 
SWT 1,298 pounds (E-83-84-85)..............-------------- 1, 300 175 13 cell 
290 | Lot olive drab field canvas bags, approxt: mately 2,100 —_ SWT 
3,335 pounds (E-80) -- res 7, 560 1, 450 19 cen! 
291 | 4 each, electric juice extractors, ‘SWT 224 pounds (E-69)__- icc cninen 173 125 72 % 
293 | Lot aprons, leather and protective, SWT 718 pounds (E-71)_..___- 1,141 300 26 er 
298 | Miscellaneous lot plumber saw blades, level gages, range tops, re 
marking mallets, telescope gages, block steel tacks, woodwork- : 
ing chisels, typewriier wrenches, grommet cutters and wood i M 
screws, washers, etc., SWT 2,746 pounds (E-66) _--___.--.------- 3, 826 450 12 : M 
318 | Lot winter undershirts, olive drab, gray, approximately 720 each, 
SWT 298 pounds (E- ~104) ade ieiieleah dace tieniid da Scien dca 445 225 51 ; M 
339 | Approximately 53 gall ns primer paint, SWT 450 pounds (E-24) -- 122 100 82 : . 
340 | Approximately 252 gallons lube oil and mineral oil, SWT 2,272 able 
IE BAPE on. cuit dk ae deeb ee eel haa Seana 1, 211 200 17 4 di a 
341 — ribbon, approximately 2,766 each, SWT 614 pounds ist) 
1 i. Sale sich od sosetheagh bine a laitebaiandcinadendl Sia h tn Kati akeba hidhMed ates tibia 789 30 4 : 
347 | Lot hospital front tent hoods, SWT 958 — Fe 6 sac 1, 348 65 5 ‘ M 
354 | 56 pair athletic shoes, SWT 117 COORD IPED bs ic bods seu And otis 123 60 49 are | 
394 | 28 each, steel a planning cabinets (53 by 41), SWT 29,680 Pe I 
Phen Sey) ihe ebapiagttpsicaicte. ser Piop ied ltiaont | 5,312] 3,500 oc fe att 
399 | Lot office and typist chairs, approximately 11 each, SWT 543 M 
ME CFD oo cnet nin dass SRE na bebe Cndeidel bdish scbedaaawss 240 110 46 , 7 
403 | Lot floor mops and mopping outfits, approximately 98 each, SWT ¢ cles 
OI och Bo ee eee ae 3 268 110 a 4 ; 
410 a eee and steel file sections (various sizes), SW'T 895 pounds a ‘ the | 
saad 00 — icici eo ek Be 559 . 
420 Cr a electric soldering iron (150-200 watt), SWT 256 pounds * " : as I 
pital 4s o dN Gtilain dt alas dais bh bes deheiiesink Liat 245 1 1e 
422 | Miscellaneous lot wood pencils, map tacks, wastepaper baskets, y 
card index, bookwire, graph paper, etc., SWT 1,581 pounds ) item 
OS PR RR 82 LATOR Te ee 2, 195 150 70 Be and: 
423 | Lot kitchen hardware, plastic mess trays, can opener (hand lever), : 
steel butcher knives (10 inches) bread pans, piepans, chrome use, 
steel table, forks, ete., SWT 597 pounds (F-38)__..............-. 563 125 22.0 i 
424 | Miscellaneous lot aper, writing pads, typewriter paper, mime- 4 Mi 
ograph paper and manifold poet swT 3,532 pounds (F-99) ___. 860 350 41.0 Mr 
446 | Lot olive drab sleeveless undershirts, approximately 1,550 each, 
a ny 2 areenertparron en teeetee 759 325 43.0 Mr 
447 | 6 each field desks with rome, SWT 432 pounds (F-73)..___._----_- 153 90 59.0 © 
448 | 7 each hand-operated adding-subtracting machines SWT 420 $ Mr 
eee CUTIE Dinnan = bth hndncsp tn asnilipeniieehieeinisigniosintinitcses 3, 027 400 13.0 Be itis; 
476 iscellaneous lot office supplies, calendar pads, baskets, rulers, " 3 
Avon moistener, numbering machine, staple fasteners, stencils, > lated 
Gen isendcedd oc ccindeacdsnans seabed 681 110 16.0 
Mr 
there 


some 
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65 lots of surplus property included in a public auction sale at Columbus, Ohio, 
Army General Depot, on Oct. 19, 20, and 21, 1954—Continued 


— - ee ee Pee ee eee ae 
| Acquisi-| Gross | Percent 
No. | Lot description | tion cost proceeds | return 
} } 


ic domestic washing machines, SWT 1,400 pounds | | 
511 4 each electric domestic g po a 935 
165 | 200 


| | $4,372 | 20, 020 








NotEe.—The above lots were selected from over 2,000 lots sold at this auction to obtain a fair sample of the 
items generally requested for donation. These 65 lots were selected without prior knowledge of the acqu isi- 
tion cost or gross return. The lots were selected without regard to condition or serviceability of the indi- 
vidual items which are included in each lot. On the basis of the best data available, it is not believed that 
the cost of sale for these types of items is more than 1 percent of the acquisition cost. 

Mr. McNei. The percentage return in this wholesale covering all 
65 lots varied from a low of 7 percent to a high of 136 percent of 
acquisition. The 136 percent happened to be for 1 electric sew- 
ing machine. The 133 percent was for white bond paper. We prob- 
ably bought it at a price that was quite reasonable, and in a small lot 
it sold at a higher than cost price. 

Mr. Moss. Were those offered as individual items or were they 
offered as part of a large lot offer? Could they be bid on individually ? 

Mr. McNetw. This one was apparently just one machine. But there 
were some items that were large quantities and some small. For a 
miscellaneous lot of kitchenware—the return was 32 percent. Mis- 
cellaneous hardware, socket wrenches, upholsterer’s needles, 13 per- 
cent; 3-inch snap wrenches, 32 percent; 228 pairs of men’s shoes, 44 

ercent of acquisition cost. And it runs all the way up to a Black- 
Deckee drill at 123 percent. 

Mr. Moss. Individually available? 

Mr. McNew.. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Is it the custom to have those items individually avail- 
able in these offerings? I have had numerous complaints from my 
district. 

Mr. McNet. Yes. I think it depends on the kind of sale. There 
are some bulk items and some single items, depending on the cleanup 
at the particular location. 

Mr. Moss. In addition to complaints I have had from public agen- 
cies, I have had numerous complaints from farmers in my district that 
the lots are so mixed as to character and so large in quantity that they 
are not able to get the items that they would bid on. They say that 
they would be perfectly willing to offer a high bid on an individual 
item, but they are denied the opportunity of bidding in that fashion, 
and they would have to buy a lot of items that they couldn’t possibl 
use. The quantity offerings are far too large to permit them to bid. 

Mr. McNet. I think in some cases that would be true. 

Mr. Moss. In small offerings, the return might be higher. 

Mr. McNeu. I think you are probably correct, sir. 

_ Mr. Moss. But in citing this I am very much interested in whether 
it is a typical offering by the Department or whether it is just an iso- 
lated offering. 

Mr. McNett. I am informed that it is, sir, a typical offering, because 
there are some sales that are much smaller than that and there are 
some that are larger. 
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In Atlanta last year there was another sale for which I have the rec- 
ord. Incidentally, the average for all the property in that sale, in- 
cluding used, junk, as well as good items was 23 percent of acquisition 
cost. 

In another sale—and this is only to get a feel of whether this was 
really representative or not—in Atlanta—and I believe there was a 
State official present there at the time that this check was made—for 
the unused property, the return against acquisition cost was 2314 per- 








“ 


cent, and against fair value was 4644 percent. Used property was 
20.9 percent of acquisition cost, and 105 percent of what was considered 
the fair value. 

That will go into the record, if you so desire, sir. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

Another study was made by a representative of my office of a complete sale at 
the Atlanta General Depot in September of ld@st year, in company with a State 
disposal official, who indicated on the list of property offered for sale those items 
the acquisition of which would be desirable under the donable program. The 
result of this study, a copy of which I should like to offer for the record, indicates 
that for unused property the return against acquisition cost was 23.2 percent 
and against fair value was 4644 percent; for used property the returns were 20.9 
percent and 105 percent, respectively. 

Mr. McNett. There is a great deal of detail behind this. I don’t 
know whether you want to encumber the record with it, but there is a 
summary. I do believe that these are representative of this class 
of material. 

Now, in the case of the disposal of used aircraft or aircraft instru- 
ments or obsolescent aircraft engine spares, smoke pots, fire bombs, 
which have been demilitarized, we hardly get enough out of it to pay 
for the—— 

Mr. McCormack. Will you speak a little louder, Mr. McNeil, 
please ? 

Mr. McNet. Yes, sir. I say, if the disposal covers aircraft, air- 
craft instruments, fire bombs, which have been demilitarized, items of 
that kind, we got practically nothing out of it. But taking the 
acquisition cost of that property together with the material that 
is normally carried in a stock fund, the average does come out to about 
7 percent. Military-type items, the 23¢-inch bazookas, for example, 
are being disposed of. They are being broken up for scrap. It brings 
hardly enough to pay for the sale. It is a matter of clearing a ware- 
house so that we do not have to build additional warehouses for 
their storage. 

So 7 percent, which is a figure that is quoted quite frequently, is a 
correct figure when all items are included. 

Mr. McCormack. That is 7 percent gross; is it not ? 

Mr. McNew. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you broken down the cost so that we know 
what is the net? 

Mr. McNen. It runs about 1 percent of the sale, across the board, 
of the revenue from sales. In small sales, it runs up to around 2 per- 
cent. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that the actual sale? 

Mr. McNet. Yes, sir. 


cal 
no 
yo 
use 

7 
the 
is ] 
sal 
, 


4 


7 


fro 
} 
wh 
) 
rea 
h 
h 
I 
De} 
pric 
Adi 
N 
pro 
its 1 
NM 
iten 
to ¢ 
the 
hav 
M 
the 
was 
the, 
fair 
perf 
ing | 
with 
M 
ices | 
M 
M 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. McCormack. The cost ? 

Mr. McNett. The cost ; the selling. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you use employees of your department that 
are not paid out of other Government appropriations? 

Mr. McNet. In getting the material ready and lining up for sale; 
yes, sir. 

" Mr. McCormack. Would that increase the cost? 

Mr. McNetz. Yes. But we have that cost of people there taking 
care of the property. There would be some increased cost. There is 
no question. I don’t know how you would identify it, if you have 
your own staff to line up the sale. 
~ Mr. McCormack. Not only civilian, but military personnel, are 
used ¢ 

Mr. McNett. Civilians for the most part, but there are times when 
the station has military personnel which are used; yes, sir. But that 
is in segregating the property and getting it identified and ready for 
sale. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all a part of the cost? 

Mr. McNett. It is. But I don’t know how you would identify it 
from a normal station operation. 

Mr. McCormack. I can appreciate that. But on the other hand, 
when you say it is 1 or 2 percent, the cost is higher ? 

Mr. McNeu.. That is the selling cost only, after the material 1s 
ready for sale. 

Mr. McCormack. I didn’t mean to interrupt you, Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. I have another question here. 

In recommending a suggested appropriation account in, say, the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, would you suggest a 
pricing procedure comparable to that employed by General Services 
Administration where a definite value is placed on items? 

Mr. McNett. I think they do, and we do also. When we repair the 
property and put it back on the shelf we may price it at 70 percent of 
its new value. 

Mr. Moss. I have heard complaints that the figure placed on the 
items for the reutilization program through GSA is sufficiently high 
to discourage use, and finally it is offered for sale, and frequently 
the amount of return realized is far below the amount that would 
have to be paid by Government agencies. 

Mr. McNrtu. I don’t believe I would be competent to comment upon 
the pricing policies of GSA. Ours may not be perfect either. But ] 
was rather interested in several examples that I looked at, in which 
the market value that we are getting compared to our estimates of the 
fair value seems to be reasonably well in line—I wouldn’t say it is 
perfect, but the criteria we are using in our own department for charg- 
ing material out to our own users seems to be really very much in line 
with the prices that we eventually get if it is sold. 

_ Mr. Moss. I wonder if we could have comment from General Serv- 
ices on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. You mean now? 

Mr. Moss. Probably it would be helpful at this point. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN THOMAS, DIRECTOR, PERSONAL PROPERTY 
UTILIZATION DIVISION, FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Tuomas. I think your question is that transfers of excess were 
not being effected or honored by Services, and that our fair value code 
was out of line in relation to sales returns. 

Mr. Moss. I have heard that contended, and I am interested in it. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes; we do have a lot of instances where that has 
happened, and if you would like to have that submitted for the rec- 
ae we can do it for you. It is rather detailed, and I would suggest 
that we submit it for you. That has been the case in many instances. 

Mr. Moss. I think it would be pertinent to the suggestion made 
by Mr. McNeil of creating an appropriation account to do almost the 
same thing in Health, Education, and Welfare as the donor surplus 
program. 

Mr. McNet. Mr. Moss, I think there is a self-leveling element in 
this, because our own commanders, if we charged the same price for 
used property, don’t want to receive a charge for any more than the 
fair value. So in a sense we have our own internal checks and balances, 
because we have a yood many people who under our own current 
allowances do not want to be charged in the current operating account 
for any more than the fair value of used property. 

Mr. Tuomas. I would like to say one thing. Our regulation, under 
the authority that we have, allows for transfers to be effected without 
reimbursement under what we call the pauper’s oath. It is part of 
our regulation. And we have had many transfer requests denied by 
the services, where services are now requiring, when they have in- 
stalled a stock fund operation, reimbursement in the amount of our 
fair values. 

However, there have been instances where certain services at cer- 
tain locations have set up their own values other than those which 
are prescribed by GSA regulations. 

Mr. Moss. Of course, I am convinced that most of these schools 
and hospitals could in good conscience take the pauper’s oath. 

In the stock fund operations do you only capitalize the funds or 
the stocks that have rapid turnover ? 

Mr. McNett. Generally the criteria is what might be called stand- 
ard stock, a common-use type of material. By common use, it is used 
by two or more organizational units within the department, that is 
where you get a customer-supplier relationship, and generally what 
we might-call standard stock, although that is subject to some lati- 
tude in definition. 

Now, motor spares, yes; aircraft engines, perhaps sometimes could 
be included, but at the present time we have not. I am trying to say 
that the highly technical type of equipment which could be made obso- 
lJete by technical developments, we do not propose to include. All 
items of consumption, used in the day-to-day operation of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, is the type of material that would be covered. 

Mr. Moss. But the turnover is not a governing factor necessarily ? 

Mr. McNet.. Not as such, but it so happens that they are high 
turnover items. 

Mr. Moss. But you are attempting to achieve that. 
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Probably, Mr. Chairman, in the next question I am going to digress 
just a little from this immediate point. aie 

But I am very much interested in—I was noticing the accounts 
for the Departments of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force on 
medical supplies, and recently we have had the depot in Alameda, 
Calif., closed down where we were getting an integration, or having 
a common operation there for the various departments. I was no- 
ticing we have 13,400 line items, about $247 million of medical stock 
in the Department of the Army, 5,600 items and $110 million in the 
Department of the Navy, and 6,500 and $108 million in the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force. 

Isn’t that a considerable amount of duplication of capitalized items 
of stock? 

Mr. McNet. There could be, but not necessarily, because the gross 
inventories in the three services also include mobilization reserves. 

Mr. Moss. You don’t capitalize those? 

Mr. McNet. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. War reserves ? 

Mr. McNett. Yes, sir; if it is the same type of items. We wouldn’t 
want to carry quantities of material for mobilization reserve where 
there would be no turnover and the same items separately for normal 
issue when all should be under the sxme system of financial property 
accounting. 

Mr. Moss. You have no turnover there ? 

Mr. McNetu. The items turn over, but the gross stock does not. 
Let me put it this way: Take medical supplies or clothing. Assum- 
ing a service was consuming $100 million a year, and 6 months was 
a reasonable, normal operating stock, that would require about $50 
million inventory. 

Assuming that $125 million represented a reasonable mobilization 
reserve, for the people that you would have to outfit on an expansion 
before you could get new material into the system, that would be a 
gross inventory in that case of $175 million, although $50 million 
would really be an operating portion of stock. But we would treat 
the whole $175 million as live inventory, because your old items 
would keep moving out first, so you could treat it as gross inventory, 
but not segregate it in separate warehouses or keep it under a sepa- 
rate system. 

Mr. Moss. In that central operation, such as the one you had in 
Alameda, Calif—lI think you have discontinued it now 

Mr. McNemm. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Wouldn’t you have been able to operate with a smaller 
total both as to items and the amount of money tied up in stock? 

Mr. McNen. It is possible, sir. And that was one of the reasons 
for the test, to find out both, could it serve, and was there any 

Mr. Moss. We are not to gather that the depot was discontinued 
because it failed to prove that it could operate more efficiently ? 

Mr. McNet. I understand it did a very good job in supporting 
the Pacific coast area. I don’t believe at this moment I am familiar 
enough with the reasons for discontinuing it to comment. 

Mr. Moss. If it was working out it should have been able to operate 
with less capitalization ? 

Mr. McNeu. It might. But it is not necessarily true. 
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Mr. Moss. But that was not determined, apparently, before it was 
discontinued ? 

Mr. McNet. I don’t believe I can answer your question this 
morning. 

Mr. Moss. I would be interested in knowing that. 

Mr. McNet... I am going back and look it up. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. For the record, I think it is in some of these documents, 
but can you tell us offhand in round numbers how many dollars we are 

talking about, dollars worth of property ? 

Mr. McNett. In the supply account for the stock fund ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

Mr. McNetv. At the present time the inventory is about $814 billion. 
When we complete the program there will probably be $3 billion addi- 
tional in the Navy, probably $2 billion additional pr operty now in the 
possession of the Army, that will go into this, and a little more than 
that which the Air Force does not yet have covered by this system. I 
would guess that at the present time all the property we feel should 
be in it would be about $15 billion. 

Mr. Jonas. Are these acquisition cost figures ? 

Mr. McNet. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Then how much money, how much cash ? 

Mr. McNem. Normally it takes about 10 percent, the cash portion 
of the total capital should be about 10 percent to handle the payment 
of bills, pay the bills to suppliers, and carry the accounts receivable 
until they make collections. 

This is the cash statement [indicating document]. But it does not 
show the value of the inventory of the capital. 

Mr. Jonas. This is the correct one ? 

Mr. McNet. Yes,sir. I will correct my statement. I said eight and 
one-half billion. It is $8,862,000, 000. 

Mr. Jonas. Are you including in the figures you have given prop- 
erty in the stock fund ? 

Mr. McNem.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. In addition to that you have a lot of surplus property 
that is not included ? 

Mr. McNew. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonas. What can you say about acquisition costs of that unin- 
cluded property ? 

Mr. McNet. In your question were you covering aircraft engines, 
ships? 

Mr. Jonas. I just wanted to get some idea of the amount of property 
in question. 

Mr. McNetu. The total balance sheet will exceed $150 billion, if you 
including real estate and ships in the total. They are semicapital type 
of material. Just taking guns, tanks, ammunition—— 

Mr. Jonas. You don’t mean $150 billion of sur plus? 

Mr. McNet.. No. 

Mr. Jonas. You mean total. Now, what part of that has been allo- 
cated as surplus or determined to be surplus? You have given the 
figures that you have in the stock fund. 

Mr. McNett. I don’t believe that anybody can give you a really good 
answer. But may I ask Mr. Keogh and see if he has an answer. 
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Do you have an estimate of what you might presently think is identi- 
fied ? 
Mr. McCormack. Will you give your name for the record, please? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. KEOGH, DIRECTOR OF STORAGE, DISTRIBU- 
TION, AND DISPOSAL, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, SUPPLIES, AND LOGISTICS; ACCOMPANIED BY 
RALPH C. SPENCER, STAFF DIRECTOR 


Mr. Keogu. Mr. Spencer will answer that. 

Mr. Spencer. It is an estimate of the acquisition cost of material 
that presently is in sight for disposal. Excess property in the year 
1954 that is generated ‘and doesn’t account for what was done with it 
after it was generated as excess was $2,197,226,000. 

Mr. McNetn. That included rocket launchings, bazookas, tugs, 
military type of equipment? 

Mr. Spencer. It included all property that was generated, but it 
does not necessarily mean that it was all at full acquisition costs, 
because all that is to be scrapped is carried at a depreciated value. 

Mr. McNeim. When you have a new aircraft coming into the system, 
after 8 or 10 years the old aircraft finally becomes “too expensive to 
maintain and then becomes surplus, and it is awfully difficult to get 
a reasonable estimate of its value. 

Mr. Jonas. The reason I asked that question is because the com- 
mittee has heard testimony from representatives of institutions indi- 
cating that there is a vast amount of property that has been included 
in the stock fund, disposed of at low prices, and they are denied the 
opportunity to acquire it. 

Now, I understood you had a large amount of property called sur- 
plus or available for disposition ‘not included in the stock fund 
property, and I was just seeking to find out how much in value was 
involved. 

Mr. McNetu. May I attempt to answer your question? The answer 
may be a trifle lengthy. 

If I al cover your point, will you ask again and I will try to 
clarify 

The es has been operating a stock fund for a good many years, 
it started in 1893. They have had until a year ago a list of items 
covered by the stock fund which was relatively stable from World 
War I on through to 1951 or 1952. In 1951 or 1952 they expanded 
the list of items to include medical supplies under the same system. 
At the present time they are considering areas such as aircraft spares 
and aus tubes and things like that to go into the system also. And 
in the case of the Navy we probably don’t have too much surplus 
declared from the stock fund material, because that system has been 
on a merchandising basis for a long time. So the volume isn’t great, 
and will be generally small qu: intities just as they develop. 

In the case of the Army—which had no fin: cial accounting for 
property at all through the first 150 years of their history—they have 
now gone into it w ith real enthusiasm and are doing a good job. That 
only started 2 years ago. 

In taking these rather vast inventories which had not been under 
any kind of financial property accounting and converting it to a 
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system where you get rather complete and definite control, there are 
two courses of action one might take. 

One is, go through and sort out very carefully those things which 
you ought to take up, which you well knew you were going to keep, 
sort out things that were excess. That was considered. But if that 
were done, it would take several years te get what we believe is a 
definite step ahead in the installation of financial property accounting. 

The decision was made that we would take the property as a class, 
capitalize it, and make the adjustments afterward, which means at 
the present time while the system is being installed, since there is 
property that is taken up in the stock fund that, if you waited a 
year or two, you would find, should never have been taken up. But 
it is the only way to get a system of financial property accounting and 
control—to take it all up as a class. 

Mr. Jonas. One other question : Would you care to comment for the 
record on the statement made earlier this morning that you folks are 
being brain-washed by some surplus-property dealers and that the 
small fry are not receiving consideration ? 

Mr. McNett. Well, for my own part, I would not admit that I had 
been. But I believe the question can be answered a little later when 
the representatives of the assistant secretary of supplies are called. 

Mr. Jonas. That is all. 

Mr. Moss. I have 1 or 2 questions that might clarify this in my mind. 

When you capitalize a stock fund there are a group of items that 
are placed there. Is it because they are common to a service or a 
function of a service? You have a number of capitalized accounts, 
you have just one capital stock, or do you have—— 

Mr. McNet. One for the Army, one for the Navy, and one for the 
Air Force, but there are divisions, by basic classes of materials, such 
as clothing, subsistence, and medical supplies. 

Mr. Moss. Now, there has been quite a bit said about maintaining 
the integrity of these funds. If you capitalize a fund—and you have 
indicated that in this changeover it would be possible—that has a large 
percentage of excess or obsolescent items, you offer those and say they 
bring what appears to be a typical average of about 7 percent return, 
how do you make up for the deficiency then that is created in your 
fund? You want to maintain its integrity, so I assume you are going 
to maintain it at the same dollar level, but how do you bring it back 
up, by appropriation, or what? 

Mr. McNeu. First, the 7-percent figure does not apply to stock-fund 
property. 

Mr. Moss. That is overall ? 

Mr. McNet. That is overall. But that is including, as I said, the 
bazookas, which you will probably never take up in a stock fund. 
You only get that low percentage by taking the average. 

Mr. Moss. What is the average on stock-fund items? 

Mr. McNet. In the tests that were made last summer it was run- 
ning about 40 percent on the average. But that property in capital- 
izing was taken up at what was considered a fair value and not as 
acquisition cost—that is, if it were used. 

Mr. Moss. There had been a writedown prior to the time it was 
offered ? 

Mr. McNett. That is right. 
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Mr. Moss. So your percentage of return actually related to acquisi- 
tion costs would be less than the 20 percent, it would be related to the 
capitalized value rather than the acquisition costs? 

Mr. McNeu.. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. So it wouldn’t be proper to relate that 20 percent to the 
7-percent gross on the noncapitalized items, there would be a reduction 
below 20 percent relating it to acquisition costs? In other words, 
acquisition costs is here, when you capitalize a fund you place a value 
on it which may be less than acquisition costs, so your return, if it is 
20 percent, related to there, would be less when it related it to acquisi- 
tion costs? 

Mr. McNet. The 40-percent figure I gave in my statement repre- 
sented the percentage of the capitalized cost taken up. The 20-percent 
figure that you used—looking at this Columbus example—was against 
acquisition, so 20 percent was against the original acquisition costs. 

Mr. Moss. Then the 20 percent for your purposes would be a more 
accurate return than the 40, one is acquisition and the other is based 
on stock-fund value ? * 

Mr. McNew. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. I think that is all the questions I have. 

Mr. McCormack. Any further questions of this gentleman ? 

Mr. McNeil, is my understanding correct that you said the Bureau 
of the Budget agreed with the Defense Department directive of 
February 1, 1954? 

Mr. McNet. It was issued after full coordination of Army, Navy, 
Air, the Bureau of the Budget, and the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. McCormack. You realize the effect of that directive upon the 
donable program, that it would have a serious impact, don’t you ¢ 

Mr. McNet. Frankly, I don’t think that that question was raised— 
to my knowledge, it was not raised by any one of the five agencies that 
worked on that problem at the time. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, it has had a serious effect. 

Mr. McNet. I think it has had an effect. 

Mr. McCormack. Adversely. 

Mr. McNei. I think so,sir. That is why, sir, back in April when I 
first heard of the problem—I think it was in reply to a letter from 
Health, Education, and Welfare—I proposed that until we could get 
the matter clarified that we attempt to revise the stock-fund regulations 
and attempt to meet the donable property objective, and at the same 
time not violate the other act, ode was section 405 of the Security Act. 
We frankly didn’t get the regulations amended, because we were unable 
to achieve agreement between the various agencies as to the proposed 
limitations which were quite high, and which our legal advisers told 
us was impossible. That is the reason I was talking to the Bureau 
of the Budget prior to the introduction of this bill. I thought I had 
the solution, because if there were an appropriation established against 
which the fair value of this material could be charged, as far as the 
schools were concerned it wouldn’t make any difference to them, but 
it would preserve the integrity of the stock fund, provide full knowl- 
edge to Congress and everybody else as to what was going on in this 
donable property program, and at the same time not interfere with 


1 See appendix II, p. 312, for letter from Mr. McNeil to Mr. Moss, dated February 21, 1955, 
for correction of this part of Mr. McNeil’s testimony. 
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the donation of a single item to schools. And thus we could try to 
carry out the intent expressed in the Property Act as well as carry out 
section 405 of the Security Act. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, Mr. Pearson testified the other day, he said— 
and I quote from the record : 

My impression, or our impression, is that the stock fund regulations issued 
by the Department of Defense in February, 1954, and unfortunately approved at 
that time, or just prior to that time by the Bureau of the Budget—but approved 
by the Bureau of the Budget—with consideration only of their accounting 
solidness and significance—not that it occurred to anybody then and there that 
it had an implication beyond that—when that implication became clear we took 
the position in June of last year, and have left I guess in dozens of times since 
then, in an attempt to accomplish an administrative reconciliation to reverse 
the position of February 1 directive without success. 

That seems to be a little in conflict with what you have just said. 

Mr. McNet. I don’t believe it is, sir, in this way. The first part 
of his statement, I think, has the same meaning as the statement I 
made, and that is, when the regulations were issued I don’t recall that 
this question of the donable property program was raised by any of the 
tive agencies who participated in the development of it. 

Mr. McCormack. Why wasn’t it raised? It was the law, it was on 
the statute books, the law preceded the law that you issued the di- 
rective under by 40 days, and then Congress the following year made 
an amendment to it. 

Mr. McNett. I think the amendment adds one more class of re- 
etpients. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes, but it showed the intent of Congress in con- 
nection with the donable property program. 

Mr. McNet.. I can’t answer your question as to why none of the 
scores of people who worked on it, including ourselves, the General 
Accounting Office, and the Bureau of the Budget, didn’t pick that up. 

Mr. McCormack. But in any event there have been 40 or 50 meetings 
in the last year to try and relax the effect of the directive, the Defense 
Department directive of February 1954? 

Mr. McNem. Your committee very kindly let me see the record of 
the day before yesterday’s hearing, which I saw last night. I notice 
some 39 meetings were mentioned. I never heard of ‘that number. 
[ know of one meeting last summer which I attended, and there was 
another one last Friday which I was late to. And those are the only 
ones that I know of personally, although I believe my staff attended 
3 or 4 meetings, and that is all we know. Where 39 came from, I 
honestly don’t know. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the act of 1949 and the act of 
1950 relating to the donable property program when the Department 
issued its directive interpreting the act relating to your Department, 
those two acts were not given consideration at that time ? 

Mr. McNet. I think that would be correct, sir, that the Donable 
Property Act, the problems involved in trying to work out regula- 
tions for the stock fund were so great. that I assume that the intense 
work on them precluded thought on the other, although it was a 
deliberate omission. 

Mr. McCormack. You frankly admitted that in your letter to Sec- 
retary Hobby on April 9, 1954, as the record here shows. 

Mr. McNem. That is right. 
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Now, trying to answer the second part of your question, the Bureau 
of the Budget proposed, after this meeting that I was invited to, and 
the only one I knew of last summer, called by the Bureau of the 
Budget—the discussion was that perhaps $1,000 per line item might be 
the solution of our problem, if our regulations were amended, on the 
theory that the $1,000 per line items would not run us into conflic t with 
section 405, as being “little or no return” on the sale. 

However, other agencies—I think it was the HEW—would not agree 
with the $1,000. We were prepared to do it for $1,000, as being a rea- 
sonable interpretation until the matter could be discussed. 

Then, as I mentioned in my statement, I discussed it with the Bureat 
of the Budget in—I think it was December and January—the idea 
that we ask that an appropriation account be established against 
which the fair value could be charged, and we thought that would be « 
solution to the donable property problem. 

Mr McCormack. We won’t come to that just yet, we want to 
answer the question about the historical aspects of this whole matter 
both questions in relation to Congress and the intent of Congress. 

Is it fair to say that by your admission that the two acts of Con- 
gress, one before and one after the act that the Defense Department 
proceeded under, you testified, were not considered at the time the 
Department of Defense issued its directive / 

Mr. McNetL. I would say that in the preparation of the regulations 
in the effort to get that done, the other act was not considered, either 
for or against, it probably was not even considered. 

Mr. McCormack. That is an admission of error on the part of the 
Defense Department—I won’t say the other agencies—but in any 
event, it is an error on the part of the executive branch. 

Mr. McNett. I don’t know—it might have been an omission of not 
recognizing it, but the stock fund regulations were the best effort of 
the five agencies mentioned to carry out section 405 of the Nationa! 
Security Act. 

Mr. McCormack. Was the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare present at the drafting of the regulations? 

Mr. McNett. No; I don’t know why the *y should be. 

Mr. McCormack. Why not ? 

Mr. McNer. At the time 405 was considered it was a Department 
of Defense Act, and I think it would have been helpful if they had had 
a chance to express their thoughts, but at that time nothing was con- 
sidered except what then would have application in the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. McCormack. That is because there was no recognition at that 
time that there was a sharp conflict between what the Department of 
Defense was doing on the one act, and two other acts passed by Con- 
gress in relation to another subject. 

Mr. McNem. But the minute that it did come up, as I say, in 
April 

Mr. McCormack. I asked about that time. The reason for that was, 
there was no thought on the part of the Department of Defense as to 
the sharp conflict between the two. 

Mr. McNem. I don’t think it was recognized as a problem at that 
time, sir. 
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Mr. McCormack. And had recognition been given to the two acts 
of Congress in relation to the donable-property program, then the 
considerations probably would have been different ! 

Mr. McNem. It couldn’t be different. I think if we had recog- 
nized it earlier we might have had an opportunity to get clarification 
before Congress adjourned in the summer. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, Congress legislated in 1949 under the dona- 
ble-property program, it came out of this committee, and I happened 
to offer the amendment in the committee, and it was unanimously 
adopted. And then later it was amended in 1950. Your act that 
you were proceeding under was passed 40 days after the 1949 act on 
the donable-property program. 

Mr. McNetw. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. But the other act was passed some months later 
amending the 1949 donable-property provisions. 

Mr. McNetu. As I remember, it expanded the list of people eligible 
to receive such property. Is that the effect of it? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes; it showed the intent of Congress in relation 
to the donable-property program. 

Mr. Lanman. M. H. Lanman, Jr., Assistant General Counsel, De- 
partment of Defense. 

At the time of the 1950 amendment, Mr. McCormack, it was clear 
from aJl of the legislative history surrounding that amendment that 
its purpose was solely to include health institutions among the bene- 
ficiaries of the program. And it was clear from the legislative history 
that there was no desire that any of the existing or initial policies 
established by the Congress under the original 1949 act should be 
changed. 

Mr. McCormack. What about the 1950 act? 

Mr. Lanman. The 1950 act only 

Mr. McCormack. Showing the intent of Congress in relation to 
the 1949 act, too. 

Mr. Lanman. Only to add the health—— 

Mr. McCormack. Yes, but it showed the intent of Congress; it went 
back to the 1949 act. 

Mr. Lanman. May I read from the House report on the 1949 act 
with respect to what the intention was at the time? 

As most of the objectives of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended, have 
largely been attained, the bill, in harmony with existing law, dispenses with all 
priorities and preferences on personal property. The committee believes, how- 
ever, that from time to time, there will become surplus to the Government, books, 
equipment, or other supplies, the sale of which would realize little monetary 
return but which would be usable by and of great benefit to our schools and 
colleges. The bill therefore authorizes the Administrator, in his discretion, 
to donate such surplus property for education purposes upon the recommendation 
of the Federal Security Administrator. 

The point there, sir, is that when the 1950 amendment was passed 
adding the health institutions, Congress made it clear by statements 
in the legislative history that they did not desire to change the policy 
of putting property into the donable program, the sale of which would 
realize little monetary return. 

Mr. McCormack. You based your authority to proceed on that lan- 
guage in the report? 

Mr. Lanman. I would not say, sir, that we based our authority on 
that statement, sir, but we did consider it after the question was 
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raised in our efforts to cooperate with the donable program, and when 
we were presented with the problem of reconciling the mandatory 
provisions of section 405 of the National Security Act with the discre- 
tionary provisions of the Donable Property Act section. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, the effect of the directive of February 1, 
1954, is that property included in several stock funds or working 
capital funds established within the Department must upon becoming 
surplus be sold, and the proceeds from the sale deposited to the credit 
of the appropriate fund. That is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Lanman. That is correct, sir, when the property will produce 
any substantial return. 

Mr. McCormack. And to go further, and that such property may 
not be available for donation for educational or public-health pur- 
poses, that is the effect of it, isn’t it? 

Mr. Lanman. When properties will produce substantial return on a 
sale; yes. 

Me et atere, Did you consider 7.6 percent on $1,200 million on 
the sale for surplus property in 1 fiscal year as a substantial return? 
That is gross, now. 

Mr. McNetu. Seven percent is not 

Mr. McCormack. That is the overall, that is the average. 

Mr. McNew. But that is not on stock-fund material, that is over- 
all on material that is not under stock funds, specialized military items. 
That 7 percent is a misleading figure, but mathematically correct. 

Mr. McCormack. You ought to clarify that. 

Overall you are getting that on stock fund? 

Mr. McNet. The test made by the interagency group, while it is not 
comprehensive, we felt it was a reasonable spot check, was 40 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. Average or gross ? 

Mr. McNew. Average. 

Mr. Moss. I think we developed, Mr. McCormack, that that 40 per- 
cent relates to the value placed on them at the time of placing the 
item in the stock fund and not to the acquisition costs, so it would 
be less when related to acquisition. 

Mr. Jenkins. J. Curtis Jenkins. I am staff examiner in the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

The tests last summer were based on acquisition costs, and the 
samples were primarily of new costs. That was primarily new prop- 
erty. Now, the later results I obtained yesterday were from 65 items, 
mixed items, which are in the table and which were selected without 
prior knowledge of the acquisition cost and the proceeds. I picked 
them out of that catalog and phoned out and gave them the lots, and 
they gave me back the acquisition proceeds. So I think it is a reason- 
ably fairsample. We tried to pick the kind of items we thought HEW 
would be interested in. 

So I think that at least it is a good indication. Unfortunately our 
stock fund does not segregate the sale of excess scrap and salvage, so 
that we could give you a good figure overall on the return. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. McNeil, section 1 undertakes to state that 
surplus, no matter how obtaired, would be available for educ.:tional 
and public-health institutions. That is correct, isn’t it? Was the 
surplus out of stock fund or not ? 

Mr. McNew. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. McCormack. Now, it is true that the Defense Department has 
been the major source of surplus property for the donation program, 
and it will continue to be. 

Mr. McNett. I understand that is correct. And I believe it could 
be assumed that it will be in the future. 

Mr. McCormack. And in a letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, it is stated—and I quote: 

The impact of this interpretation upon the continued operation of the donation 
program is becoming increasingly serious, and may eventually, to all intents and 
purposes, completely disrupt the program. 





Have you any observation to make on that portion of the letter re- 
ceived from Secretary Hobby? Do you disagree with it? 

Mr. McNeit. No, I think it would affect it. But I think there 
can be machinery provided so that it does not need to affect it—give 
the donable program what it needs, and at the same time very simply 
provide what we need for the maintenance of the integrity of our 
supply system. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, in your letter of April 1954, as I remember, 
there was an indication that they were going to modify the order of 
February 1, 1954. 

Mr. McNew. That is right, we proposed to, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. But there has been no modification made as yet, 
sir? 

Mr. McNem. No, sir. We were trying to work that out. I men- 
tioned a moment ago that I attended a meeting of the Bureau of the 
Budget shortly after that, in attempting to carry out both the intent 
of the donable program and yet live up to our responsibilities under 
section 405. Our proposal was that we would provide that $1,000 per 
line item as being no substantial monetary return, and therefore we 
could modify our regulations to that effect. We proposed that. And 
after 2 or 3 months of consideration, apparently, by the Bureau of 
the Budget and other agencies, they didn’t feel that $1,000 was high 
enough. I understood that they proposed $5,000, and we didn’t quite 
see how the $5,000 could fit into the definition of a little monetary re- 
turn for a line item. So the regulations have not yet been modified. 

Then we felt that the solution would be to come to the Congress as 
soon as it reconvened and : as I mentioned in my opening state- 
ment—that an account be esthhliahed, so that we could make these 
charges on donable property. 

Mr. McCormack. In considering the order of February 1, 1954, and 
interpreting—in the interpre tation placed upon the act relating to 
your Department in which you frankly admit no consideration was 
given to the Donable Property Act—did_ you or your Department or 
leg: al division overlook the fact that in Public Law 754, section 602 
(c ¢), that made the ee act paramount to all inconsistent laws! 

Mr. McNem. I don’t believe that I can answer that, sir. 

Mr. Lanman. I am not sure that I follow you. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, the act of 1950—we will come to that 
a little later and get that provision. 

How many meetings did you attend, Mr. McNeil? How many 
have you attended since the promulgation of the order ? 

Mr. McNett. One, the only one which I was invited to. I asked 
the staff last night after reading the record of the hearing about the 
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meetings, and the answer was that they had attended 3 or 4. Now, 
maybe they had other meetings, but we weren’t invited. 

Mr. McCormack. It could be an honest difference of opinion. I 
am not asking it for the purpose of any conflict, because representa- 
tives of the Health, Education and Welfare Department said that 
their representatives had a long series of meetings with Defense. 

Mr. McNem. There may have been meetings, but the ones in which 
we were asked to participate, based on the best information I can 
find, were 38 or 4. 

Mr. McCormack. Section 602 (c) reads—that is the amendment 
to 152: 

The authority conferred by this act shall be in addition and paramount to 
any authority conferred by any other law and shall not be subject to the 
provisions of any law inconsistent herewith, except that sections 205 (b) and 
206 (c) of this act shall not be applicable to any Government corporation or 
agency which is subject to the Government Corporation Control Act (59 Stat. 
597 ; 31 U.S. C. 841). 

Mr. Lanman. Mr. McCormack, I wouldn’t like to enter into a con- 
test as to the validity or power of savings provisions, but section 411 
of title IV of the National Security Act, upon which we must rely, 
has probably the broadest. provision with respect to inconsistencies 
of any law that I have ever seen. 

Mr. McCormack. Which act was passed later? 

Mr. Lanman. I would suspect, without having researched the prob- 
lem, that that provision (602 (c)), or something very similar to it, 
appeared in the 1949 act, and is subject to the same interpretation, 
that no policy is intended to be changed by Congress by the enactment. 

Mr. McCormack. We won’t get into an argument, because I have 
a recollection back in my days when I was studying law of some- 
thing about the effect of a later act upon a former act. But maybe the 
Defense Department doesn’t do that. 

Mr. Lanman. No, sir. We agree that all inconsistence should be 
resolved in favor of the later enactment. But when the Congress 
clearly indicates that the later enactment is only for one single purpose, 
then we feel that we must follow that. 

Mr. McCormack. It seems to me that this is a broad field; isn’t it? 

Mr. Lanman. In this particular instance and with respect to this 
particular question the Congress was very definite that they were only 
adding a class of beneficiaries, and that was all. 

Mr. McCormack. They went further about acting inconsistent 
therewith. You can’t escape that; can you? 

Mr. Lanman. Could I read just the last line of our savings pro- 
vision ? 

Mr. McCormack. Certainly. Of course, you are then caught with 
the question, When did that become law and when did this become 
law? Go ahead. 

Mr. Lanman (reading) : 

But no department, agency, or officer shall exercise any powers, duties, or 
responsibilities in a manner that will render ineffective the provisions of 
this title. 

Mr. McCormack. Correct. What date did that become law? 

Mr. Lanman. 1949. 

Mr. McCormack. This is September 1950; isn’t it? 

Mr. Lanman. Well, I have already 
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Mr. McCormack. You didn’t consider this at the time of the Feb- 
ruary 1 promulgation, did you? 

Mr. Lanman. In any event, sir, we concluded that title IV was 
paramount. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, your operation was known as clean sweep, 
wasn’t it? 

Mr. Lanman. That is separate from this. 

Mr. McNeu.. That is cleaning up our inventory. 

Mr. Lanman. I would like to clear up one thing in this February 
directive. It says that the stock fund must be reimbursed with the 
proceeds of sales of excess property. And it clearly follows the intent 
of another part of the Property Act where working capital funds are 
permitted by the provisions of that act to retain the proceeds of the 
sales of surplus. And I am forced to admit that it was that provision 
of the Property Act with which we were most concerned at the time. 
Could we keep the money? And the fact is, we could. 

Mr. McCormack. Wasn’t there quite a fight between the Defense 
Department and the General Services underneath the surface that 
didn’t crop up as to who had charge of the disposal of surplus 
property i 

Mr. McNett. I think there were some discussions on that, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. My intelligence months ago told me that there 
was, and I was expecting some legislation to come up. 

Mr. McNett. I was informed that Assistant Secretary Thomas and 
Mr. Mansure had worked out a very good pattern for operations 
about a year ago. 

Mr. McCormack. Worked out? You know, how they worked it 
out might be interesting. 

Mr. McNew. Our whole approach here has been an attempt to 
make this donable program work under what we felt was conflicting 
legislation. Our proposal here this morning is in the same vein, an 
attempt to carry out the intent of Congress in the donable program, 
but request your serious consideration for the provision of some mech- 
anism where we can keep what we feel is a great step ahead in trying 
to get a whole inventory and problem of consumption of resources 
into focus and under control. 

The most difficult problem we had in Defense—and I have been here 
in this room on the subject several times before—where very properly 
the members were critical of some of our operations, feeling that we 
were spending too much to get certain jobs done. I couldn’t disagree. 
We had to make certain improvement in our supply systems, in fact, 
our own Appropriations Committees, our own Reese Services Com- 
mittees, have us before them occasionally on the same thing. 

The Senate established a special preparedness committee to keep 
our feet to the fire on doing a better ‘ob. I can’t be critical of the 
board of directors doing that to see that those of us who are em- 
ployed to do the job really try todo it. But this whole area of main- 
tenance and operations, as we term it, is costing us $10 billion a year 
to keep the doors open for business, and operate aircraft, and ships, 
maneuvers, and so forth. That $10 billion is made up of hundreds 
of thousands, literally millions of individual transactions—a bushing 
here, a spare part here, a hundred gallons of paint here, a thousand 
feet of lumber there, 3,000 gallons of fuel going into an aircraft or X 
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barrels of oil into a ship—it is impossible, in our opinion, by direc- 
tives, by fiat, or any other thing to keep that whole operation run- 
ning, and do it efficiently when, with the vast inventory thousands 
of people, hundreds of thousands of good people around the world 
can go to the shelf and take it on a “free” basis. This whole system 
was set up to get an element of self-restraint, if you want to call it 
that, so that the person who took it off the shelf, knowing it will be 
charged to his operating account and his operating allotment, he takes 
a much closer look as to whether he wants to take a hundred gallons 
of paint off the shelf or not. 

When people pay for things they have a higher regard for them 
than when they are free. We have it in our own family. Every 
place that we have operated in this manner we find very much lower 
costs to get the same job done, because the colonel, a Navy captain, 
the major, the admiral, and the general must use better judgment 
a they feel they have to pay for the material they take off the 
shelf. 

We want to preserve that principle. It would be helpful if the 
property we have, would continue to be charged to our own operators. 
In this whole area of $10 billion expenditure every year to keep this 
defense machine alive and operating, it would be helpful if we can 
make a 5 or 10 percent saving through better supply discipline; it 
is a great saving to Uncle Sam, because at the end of the year we 
have maintained our strength with less expenditure. 

That is what we are striving for. If we can keep the property on 
the shelf and charge it to ourselves it would be helpful if we had an 
account to which we could charge property, if it isdonable. It would 
not affect the donable program—lI doubt if a university or school in 
California would know it, although I am not sure but that it would 
be helpful if they did. 

But if we operate on that principle, it would be a great help to us in 
improving our supply discipline. 

So we are not against the donable program. 

I assume that the 5 agencies or 6 agencies including the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, were so engrossed in getting a good and 
workable set of regulations for handling our inventories, that it is 
conceivable that we didn’t give thought to the effect on somebody else. 
I wish it had come to light at the time. Since it did come to light, 
we have been struggling to resolve the problem and still retain what 
I thought was a worthwhile objective for Uncle Sam, and that is 
better management of our inventories. 

Maybe it is helpful to find out why we didn’t do something or why 
we did do something, but I would like to suggest that our efforts, at 
least, have been toward trying to suggest a solution which seemed to me 
a rather simple and workable solution, preserve for us our supply dis- 
cipline and management, and at the same time, give Congress a better 
picture of what was going on in the donable program. 

That sums up my approach. 

Mr. McCormack. On March 16, 1954 Secretary Thomas testified, 
and former Congressman Condon asked him a question, and the an- 
swer was: 

Mr. Tuomas. But it is not any problem to get it clarified. If it represented a 
very large amount of money it might bring up certain complications that might 


be more difficult to deal with, but when you look at the amount of money involved 
it will not be hard to get it clarified. 
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Mr. McNen. I attempted this morning to propose a simple way to 
clarify the whole thing. 

Mr. McCormack. What effect will that have upon the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare? You say here the amendment 
you propose, the appropriation of funds for the Department of 
Health, Edue: ation, and Welfare, shall be available for reimbursement 
to the Department of Defense for the value as determined pursuant 
to regulations of the Secretary of Defense of property donated pur- 
suant to section 203 (j) (1) of this act. 

Mr. McNew. Secretary of Defense only as to pricing, the pricing 
would be the same as the pricing criteria used to make char ges to our- 
selves. 

Mr. McCormack. What effect could that have on appropriations 
made to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare ? 

Mr. McNet. I assume there would be an appropriation account 
established in that agency, just the same as we have an appropriation 
account for 

Mr. McCormack. This would be a very fine thing for the Depart- 
ment of Defense, but it might be a very bad thing for the Department 
of Health. 

Mr. McNem. I shouldn’t think it would be, sir, if they are going to 
manage the program. If they are not going to manage the program, 
then perhaps we should have the appropriation account. 

Mr. McCormack. But it says the value shall be determined pursuant 
to the regulations of the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. McNem. We propose under that, if that language were accept- 
able, that the criteria for pricing be exactly the same as the criteria for 
pricing material into our own operations. We don’t want them 
charged to our own operations any higher than logic and reason 

Mr. McCormack. Would this require additional appropriations to 
be made to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare? 

Mr. McNet. Yes, it would. It wouldn’t affect the Treasury. 

Mr. McCormack. It seems to me, Mr. Secretary, that this suggestion 
of yours is even worse than your regulation of February 1, 1954. 
You are asking Congress, not to defeat the program, but to politely 
do so. 

Mr. McNet. No; to establish the kind of program they want. If 
it was $100 million a year, it would seem very proper if Congress would 
say what they wanted 

Mr. McCormack. But Congress has said that they get it for nothing. 

Mr. McNet. Incidentally, such an appropriation account would 
not require any additional expenditures from the Treasury. 

Mr. McCormack. I know, but the Department of Health has got 
to go up and get it. The bookkeeping transaction comes back ulti- 
mately, but the poor Department of Health is going to have a hard 
job of getting it; is that right? 

Mr. McNetz. Unless Congress wanted to provide them with an 
open account. 

Mr. McCormack. Then the effect is upon the donable property 
program. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, at that point, wouldn’t it be pricing this 
program way up above what you are realizing now if you would apply 
the same criteria of pricing items that would be charged against this 
suggested fund? You are not realizing that price at the present 
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time—you are, perhaps, internally, but when we offer it for sale as 
surplus—the one example just given us was 23.5 percent, and you say 
an average of 40 percent, so you would still be charging the donable 
surplus program far more than you realize in public sales. 

Mr. McNetu. We have some criteria that we have been develop- 
ing in the last year for use for ourselves, and we use from zero up 
to 20 percent for personal property requiring minor repairs to 35 
percent which is used for property requiring reconditioning or repair, 
and 50 percent for unused personal property ready for use in a con- 
dition identical with new items delivered by a supplier. 

That is a criteria we proposed in developing property values. 

Mr. McCormack. You do recognize that that amendment, if made 
into law, would place a tremendous responsibility upon the Depart- 
ment of Health in getting additional appropriations in large amounts 
to reimburse the Department of Defense. And, if Congress didn’t 
make the appropriations, what effect would that have on the donable 
property program ? 

Mr. McNetu. Somebody has to get the appropriations. We have 
to get them now. 

Mr. McCormack. But you can charge it off. 

Mr. McNetn. We have got to go ask for appropriations to replace 
the capital, if there are $50 million capital—— 

Mr. McCormack. I know, but you have a clear case. If, as a result 
of an act of Congress in relation to the donable property you have to 
get additional appropriations, you have a clear case to go to Con- 
gress. But you want now to place it on the Department of Health 
to get the money for your Department. 

Mr. McNetw. The idea behind that, sir, is on the assumption that 
they would be running the program for the Federal Government. 
I was proposing, before this bill was introduced, to ask the Appro- 
priations Committee to establish an account for the Department of 
Defense, as I said in my opening statement, in order that the capital 
of these accounts could be kept unimpaired, and at the same time they 
could have a measure of the degree to which they had been reimbursed 
for this class material. That is still a possible solution. Instead of 
being empire builders and wanting to take it over, we assumed that the 
proper way would be to propose that for Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare as being the group in the Federal Government which would 
manage the donable- property program. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, a moment ago you and [ had a little legal 
discussion on two different laws. I used to practice law many years 
ago. I haven’t for many years, on account of my public duties. But 
my recollection of what I learned when I studied law and practiced 
law might have been somewhat different. But I have a considerable 
respect for the opinion of Mr. Elliott, the General Counsel of the 
General Services Administration; don’t you? 

Mr. Lanman. I have respect for the opinion of any general counsel. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, he testified the other day. And I quote: 


We feel that under the act as originally passed, particularly with the amend- 


ment embodied in 75— 


that is the later act— 


that the Federal Property Act is paramount to the stock-fund provisions. 
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Mr. Lanman. Well, sir, reasonable men differ. And I might offer 
the fact that the General Accounting Office representative, who is 
often the arbiter of many of these questions, testified that he felt that 
our requirement to maintain intact the integrity of the stock fund 
under 405 was a positive one. 

It is true he said that he found no specific requirement that we 
engage in the donable-property program, or no specific prohibition 
against engaging in it, but he agreed with me on the basic interpreta- 
tion of section 405 of the National Security Act, and that was that we 
are required to maintain intact the integrity of the funds. 

We understand, sir, that the Veterans’ Administration and the De- 
partment of Agriculture have some working capital funds that they 
are concerned about there, but I do not have any further information 
on that. But I do understand that they have some concern on this 
matter. 

Mr. Warp. May I answer that, Mr. Chairman ? 

We have a letter from the Veterans’ Administration, saying, in 
effect, that they think, from the standpoint of accounting, that the 
stock fund should be maintained, but the returns are so small, around 
7 percent, that they offer no objection, they feel apparently it would be 
better to do it this way. 

Mr. McNet. The return is 7 percent in their case? 

Mr. Lanman. In their case it is 7 percent; yes. 

Mr. McCormack. What is the position of the Department in rela- 
tion to H. R. 3322? 

Mr. McNet. Well, I believe—and you may have inserted it in the 
record—the submission of comments on the bill still remain the De- 
partment of Defense views. They were sent up late last week. I could 
read it in the record. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it will be inserted in the 
record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. WirtuiamM L. Dawson. 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 3822, 
84th Congress, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization 
of surplus property for educational and public health purposes. 

This bill would amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, to specifically provide that property capi- 
talized in working-capital funds determined to be surplus to the needs of the 
United States may be donated to educational and health institutions when deter- 
mined to be usable and necessary for education and health purposes by or pur- 
suant to regulations of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. In 
addition, for both property capitalized in working-capital funds and all other 
surplus personal property, the bill would require disposal agencies to obtain the 
determination of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as to each 
item of surplus personal property to be disposed of whether such an item was 
usable and necessary for educational or public health purposes. 

A full understanding of the effect of this bill on the Department of Defense in 
regard to property capitalized in working-capital funds would require a complete 
review of the authority, nature, and purpose of working-capital funds established 
within the Department pursuant to title IV of the National Security Act of 1947, 
as amended. 
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Title IV (Public Law 216, 8ist Cong., approved August 10, 1954) [should be 
August 10, 1949] was enacted into law as a part of the National Security Act 
and was entitled: “An act to reorganize fiscal management in the National Mili- 
tary Establishment to promote economy and efficiency, and for other purposes.” 
The enactment was an effort to bring a business attitude and business methods 
to the operation of the vast Military Establishment. Among other things, it 
provided for performance budgeting, the focusing of attention upon programs in 
terms of (1) objectives to be attained; (2) cost; and (3) accomplishment; and 
for the establishment of working-capital funds to enable business-like manage- 
ment of manufacturing activities and inventories. 

Working-capital funds authorized pursuant to section 405 of title IV are of 
two types: industrial funds and stock funds. A stock fund is a type of working- 
capital fund established to finance the acquisition of and maintenance of mate- 
rials, supplies, and equipment for sale within a military department to another 
military department, or to other purchasers as authorized by law. It contem- 
plates the operation of the inventory in a fashion similar to the operation of a 
privately owned merchandising organization. 

In authorizing the creation of working-capital funds for use in financing inven- 
tories of stores, supplies, materials, and equipment, the Congress indicated that 
such funds were to promote the application of commercial practices (see House 
Armed Services Committee Rept. No. 1064, July 14, 1949, pp. 1 and 2 as follows) : 

“Among its other provisions are authority for the organization of inventories 
of the military departments into stock funds, for the operation of industrial, and 
commercial-type activities as integral working units, in a manner similar to com- 
mercial business enterprises, on the basis of an adequate capital structure.” * * * 

‘Lhat the stock funds were intended by the Congress to be established on a 
businesslike basis and commercial practices to be applied to their operations was 
reiterated by the Senate Armed Services Committee in their report on “Imple- 
mentation of Title 1V of the National Security Act, as amended” dated January 
15, 1954, at page 9 as follows: 


“ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 


“Title IV authorized the installation of working-capital funds for the financing 
and control of inventories of common-use items. * * * 

“It was the objective of title IV to permit, by the use of working-capital funds, 
a consolidation of operating and fiscal responsibility under single management, 
to effect common use of facilities and inventories, to facilitate the implementa- 
tion of performance budgets and generally to provide a means for businesslike 
management and financing of standard stock inventories * * *.” [Italics sup- 
plied.] 


Further, in this latter report, the committee found that progress in implementa- 
tion of these concepts was not proceeding as rapidly as desired and the committee 
recommended as follows: 

“Title IV has the endorsement not only of top civilian experts, of former De- 
fense Department officials, but the approval of the present leadership as well. 
Those officials and commanders who are responsible for budgetary, fiscal, and 
accounting matters must be made to understand that it is their job to translate 
this approval into affirmative action.” 

* * * * * * 2 

“We urge the departmental leaders to take immediate aggressive action to 
effect the installation and operation of title IV machinery, and to establish 
a system whereby those who are involved in the vital work of comptrollership 
will be supported and encouraged and their affirmative achievements recognized 
and rewarded.” 

Section 405 (c) of title IV provides in part as follows: 

“(c) Such funds shall be— 

“(1) charged, when appropriate, with the cost of stores, supplies, mate- 
rials, and equipment procured or otherwise acquired, manufactured, repaired, 
issued, and consumed and of services rendered or work performed, including 
applicable administrative expenses; and 

“(2) reimbursed from available appropriations or otherwise credited for 
the cost of stores, supplies, materials, or equipment furnished and of services 
rendered or work performed, including applicable administrative expenses.” 
[Italic supplied. ] 

The provisions of section 405 (c) are mandatory. The fund is required to 
be charged with the costs of stores, supplies. materials, and equipment procured, 
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and reimbursed from available appropriations or otherwise credited for cost 
of stores, supplies, materials or equipment furnished. Congress intended there- 
fore that the fund, once capitalized, remain intact to the extent capable by 
the application of commercial practices. Additional evidence of this intent 
is apparent from the provisions of section 405 (g) which provides as follows: 

“(g) The Secretary of Defense is authorized to issue regulations to govern 
the operation of activities and use of inventories authorized by this section, 
which regulations may, whenever he determines the measures set forth in this 
subsection to be required by the needs of the Department of Defense, and when 
such measures are authorized by law, permit stores, supplies, materials, and 
equipment to be sold to, and services to be rendered or work performed for, 
purchasers or users outside the Department of Defense. In such cases, the 
working-capital funds involved may be reimbursed by charges against appro- 
priate appropriations or by payments received in cash.” [Italic supplied.] 

Sales of stores, supplies, material, and equipment to purchasers outside the 
Department of Defense when authorized by law and consistent with the needs 
of the Military Establishment may be permitted by regulations governing the 
operations of the stock fund. When such sales occur the stock fund is author- 
ized to be reimbursed either in cash or by charges against proper appropriations, 
absent such authority the proceeds would be required to be covered into mis- 
cellaneous receipts of the Treasury pursuant to the provisions of Revised Statutes 
3617, 3618 (31 U. S. C. 484, 487). 

Existing regulations of the Department of Defense governing the operation 
of stock funds reflect the foregoing principles, (1) the adoption of a business 
attitude and business methods to the operation of the Military Establishment ; 
(2) the perpetuation of the working capital of a stock fund by requiring reim- 
bursement for all supplies, stores, material, and equipment, in a manner con- 
sistent with sound business principles and practices, and under the provisions 
of the statute and the clear mandate of the congressional intent as evidenced 
above, there is no basis for them to provide otherwise. The requirement that 
these stocks must be sold and not given away free provides a real incentive 
to disposal of such stocks since the monetary return may be used by the stock- 
fund manager to buy materials needed for current replenishments. The in- 
centive provided by this reimbursement policy is a force in supply management 
for better balancing of stocks. The stock-fund manager thus must account for 
all changes in inventories from the time of receipt until reimbursed on issue 
or Sale in the Same manner as a manager of a business. 

Nor is it believed that these principles are irreconcilable with the provisions 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
since under subsection 203 (j) (1), the power to effect donations was by Con- 
gress made discretionary in the Administrator of the General Services Admin- 
istration apparently for the purpose of protecting the Government’s interest 
with respect to this property where appropriate. This is evidenced by the fol- 
lowing statement in House Report 670, Sist Congress, Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949: 

“As most of the objectives of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended, 
have largely been attained, the bill, in harmony with existing law, dispenses 
with all priorities and preferences on personal property. The committee be- 
lieves, however, that from time to time, there will become surplus to the Gov- 
ernment, books, equipment, or other supplies, the sale of which would realize 
little monetary return but which would be usable by and of great benefit to our 
schools and colleges. The bill therefore authorizes the Administrator, in his 
discretion, to donate such surplus property for educational purposes upon the 
recommendation of the Federal Security Administrator.” [Italics supplied.] 

Paragraph 12 (a) of the Department of Defense regulations governing the 
operations of stock funds now provides as follows: 

“(a) Excess property of a stock fund shall be disposed of in accordance with 
established regulations issued by competent authority. However, as a general 
rule it will be expected that no property shall be transferred without considera- 
tion to any other Government agency, including another military department, 
hut the consideration may be less than the standard price of the material. If 
less, the consideration for such transfer should he based upon the fair value of 
such property, including packing, handling, and transportation charges as agreed 
between buyer and seller.” 

To assist in the donation program, substantial quantities of surplus material 
have been donated by the stock fund the sale of which would realize no substan- 
tial return to the fund after payment of estimated cost of preparation for sale, 
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handling, and selling such property. An examination of our records indicates 
that the reported amount (at acquisition cost) of $60.7 million of donated 
surplus material in fiscal year 1954 shows an upward trend in each quarter: 


Million 
Ist quarter ai eae aL , = ose cn 
2d quarter = i sath ex iaeekediticte ~~ wae 
3d quarter hialbitaiai a ccaccue: OU 
4th QMAEtOl 6.6 acne _ ns 19.2 


This trend continued in the first quarter of fiscal year 1955 in which $29.4 
million of surplus material was donated. It would appear that the Department 
of Defense policy with respect to stock-fund material is not having the harmful 
effect on the availability of surplus property for the donation program as has 
been contended. 

It should also be understood that only property required to be included in 
stock funds under the National Security Act is subject to this regulation. That 
is, items of supply used in the day-to-day maintenance and operation of the 
forces, Such as subsistence supplies, general supplies, clothing, fuel and lubri- 
cants, lumber, paint, and medical and dental supplies, ete. Insofar as any other 
property is concerned at this time no such requirements exist. Additionally, it 
should be noted that in subsection 204 (b) of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 provision is made to protect the integrity of all 
yovernment working-capital funds by authorizing the return to such funds 
of all proceeds from the sale of property financed by such funds. 

It is neither the desire nor the purpose of the Department of Defense to in 
in anyway interfere with the exercise of the discretion of the Administrator 
of the General Services Administration with respect to the authority to be 
exercised under this act. It is our view, however, that the principles advocated 
by the Comptroller General and the views submitted by the Bureau of the Budget 
during hearings before your Committee on Donable Surplus Property Program 
should be adhered to. At that time representatives of the General Accounting 
Office stated in part as follows: 

“We think as a basic control that property should be disposed of by sale rather 
than by donation, consideration to be arrived at with some relation to the 
acquisition cost, or some other logical basis; in other words a reasonable per- 
centage to be charged, that we no longer should allow discounts of 100 percent of 
value.” 

Members of the committee also recognized the necessity for the application of 
businesslike administration of the property holdings of the Government during 
the course of these hearings. 

The Department of Defense firmly supports the intent expressed by the Con- 
gress at the time of the enactment of the National Security Act Amendments of 
1949 in the Senate report on the bill (S. Rept. 366, Slst Cong.) : 

“The multiplicity of sources from which operational funds are now derived 
makes it practically impossible, in activities of any magnitude, to estimate in 
axdvance with any reasonable degree of certainty the cost of performance or 
operation of an identifiable activity or program. These difficulties prevent 
accurate and reliable cost accounting and thus deprive budget planners and the 
Congress of any real guide to the costs of project or budget programs. * * * 
[This legislation] ts intended to eliminate these difficulties by financing each 
identifiable project or budget program from a single source, thus clearly firing 
management responsibility, simplifying reporting, and permitting departmental 
management and the Congress more easily to determine costs and to evaluate 
progress and accomplishment. Its effect is to make the budget structure parallel 
the management structure. Thus the cost of performance of functions and 
activities will be reflected clearly * * *.’ [Italie supplied.] 

This concept had the unanimous support of the Comptroller General, the 
Rureau of the Budget, as well as other authorities within and outside the 
Federal Government, and it is the view of the Department of Defense that these 
principles are sound, 

Furthermore, as noted above, the bill would require the Department of De- 
fense, among other Federal agencies, prior to the disnosal of any item of sur- 
plus pronerty, to obtain the determination of the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare that such item is or is not properly usable and necessary 
for educational or public health purposes. The effect of this provision would 
he to force upon the Department of Defense unnecessary delay and increased 
costs in earryving out its surplus property disposal programs. The time factor 
alone would result in the stagnation of our disposal processes. 
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The present procedures established by the regulations of the General Services 
Administrator provide for adequate Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare review of surplus personal property for possible donation. The Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare receives listing of the most desirable 
surplus property (as reported to the General Services Administration) and has 
the opportunity prior to its being released for sale to identify that property, for 
which there is no other Federal agency requirement, which would be suitable 
for donation. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare also has the 
opportunity to select for donation surplus personal property at camps, posts, 
and bases prior to its being advertised for sale. The latter constitutes 70 
percent of all surplus property and is not reported to the General Services 
Administration for central screening under present regulations of that 
Administration. 

Under present procedures there is a practical time limit when screening for 
utilization or donation of surplus personal property ceases, after which the 
property may be sold. Under the proposed bill, the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare would have unlimited authority on the time to be taken for 
screening surplus property against potential donation requirements, irrespective 
of the present authority in the General Services Administration not only to 
establish reasonable time limitations on screening but also to determine the 
classes of property which require more selective screening. 

As a consequence, such authority vested in the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare to screen indefinitely could result in prohibitive costs to the 
Department of Defense incident to storing and maintaining the unneeded prop- 
erty and could seriously slow up the entire Department of Defense surplus 
property disposal programs. 

From the foregoing therefore, it would appear that the Department of Defense 
has no opposition to a program which would provide for the most effective 
utilization whether by educational or health institutions, or property surplus 
to the needs of the Federal Government and no such position is intended to be 
expressed. We, therefore, recommend that if the bill is considered favorably 
by your committee, that the following amendments be made thereto: 

After line 17, page 3, insert the following: 

“Appropriations or funds of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare shall be available for reimbursement to the Department of Defense for 
the value, as determined pursuant to regulations of the Secretary of Defense, of 
property donated pursuant to section 208 (j) (1) of this Act.” 

This amendment would, in the opinion of the Department of Defense: 

(1) Permit the continuation of a businesslike administration of the supply 
function as envisioned by the enactment of title IV of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended. 

(2) Make it incumbent upon the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare to firmly determine that such property was actually needed by the health 
and educational institutions and in the quantities requested since their appro- 
priation is involved. 

(3) Provide Congress with a means of review, revision, and control of the 
amounts of such property being distributed to health, educational, and welfare 
institutions. 

The second suggested amend is as follows: 

Amend line 9, page 1, to read: 

“* * * until it has been made available under regulations prescribed by the 
Administrator for determination whether such property * * *.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to the Congress but that this is not to be construed as 
advice on the relationship of H. R. 3322 to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHarp A. BuppEKE, 
Director, Legislative Programs. 


Mr. McNem. Then, Mr. Keogh, from the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Supply, has certain views which I believe would be help- 
ful on the disposal phase of the problem. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any other questions of Mr. McNeil? 

We have got to be over on the floor, and we will have to continue 
the hearing. We will adjourn to Monday at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re- 
convene on Monday, February 21, 1955, at 10 a. m.) 
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UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR EDUCATIONAL 
AND PUBLIC HEALTH PURPOSES 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SrecIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON DoNnaBLE PROPERTY 
OF tHE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1501, New House Office Building, Representative John W. 
McCormack presiding. 

Subcommittee members present: Representatives John W. Mc- 
Cormack (chairman), John E. Moss, Jr., and Charles R. Jonas. 

Also present: Ray Ward, staff director, Special Subcommittee on 
Donable Property. 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will be in order. 

I see our distinguished colleague, Congressman Bennett, of Florida, 
present. We will be very glad to hear from you, because we know you 
are busy. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
express my views in favor of H. R. 3322. It is my understanding 
that this bill is needed to remove ambiguities as to disposition of 
surplus property which have recently been created by administrative 
interpretations of the surplus property laws. The bill reaffirms the 
intent of Congress that surplus property be made available for educa- 
tional and public-health purposes where needed for such purposes, 
rather than being sold on terms which are necessarily unfavorable. In 
addition, it improves procedures for carrying out the intent of Con- 
gress that these activities shall have the benefit of Federal surplus 
property. 

My mail shows that there is considerable sentiment in Florida in 
favor of the enactment of this bill, and I certainly hope it will be 
enacted. 

Thank you again for the privilege of appearing on behalf of this 
proposal. 

At this time, I would like to submit an outstanding letter which I 
feel should be made a part of therecord. It is from Mr. E. O. Rolland, 
assistant director of the Florida State Improvement Commission. As 
a matter of fact, it is addressed to the Honorable John W. McCormack, 
the chairman of this subcommittee. I ask that it be made a part 
of the record. 
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Mr. McCormack. Without objection, that isin order. Mr. Rolland 
has been around here. He has been in Washington. . I might say he 
called me from Florida before he came here. You should be proud 
of the vigilant manner in which he protects the interests of Florida. 
That also applies to you. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. That will be made a part of the record at this 


point. 
(Letter, dated February 15, 1955, is as follows :) 


FiLoripA STATE IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMack: Florida does not measure the benefits of 
the surplus property donation program to the educational and public-health insti- 
tutions in terms of dollars. The tremendous demands placed on these institutions 
by the rapidly increasing population can be met only through personal sacrifice 
and the exercise of every measure of economic savings. 

First week school enrollment this year showed an increase of 10.5 percent 
over the figures of the 1953-54 school year. The average daily attendance is 
up 8.83 percent over the first 2 months of 1953-54. The largest county increase 
is 18.04 percent with 12 of 67 counties having an increase over 10 percent and 
39 counties with an increase of over £ ) percent. Schools are under construction 
totaling over $30 million. There are projects totaling over $40 million in various 
stages of planning. 

The State of Florida has released $69 million since January 1 for other school 
construction. In the next 8 months $30 million more will be released for addi- 
tional construction. It is estimated that there is a present need, over and above 
all these projects, for $200 million additional in school facilities. 

Since 1947, general hospital facilities have been constructed providing 7,695 
additional hospital beds. Of this number 3,286 were provided with assistance 
under the Hill-Burton program. In 1947 the percentage of general bed needs met 
was 65.2 percent. The present percentage of general bed needs met is 68.9 percent, 
or a net gain of 3.7 percent in the past 8 years. 

In 1947 there were 24 of 67 counties with no acceptable hospital facility. This 
has been reduced to 19 counties. We have 12 health centers with 21 auxiliary 
facilities and should have for adequate needs no less than 26 health centers and 
147 auxiliary facilities. 

The people of Florida are grateful for the many expressions of congressional 
understanding, concern, and assistance in the evergrowing need for educational 
and health opportunities. Donated Federal surplus has been a tremendous 
factor in assisting the institutions in meeting the impact of these growing 
demands. 

It has been gratifying to see new and improved educational and health facili- 
ties made available as a direct or indirect result of a program for which you are 
administratively responsible. The improvement commission as the Florida State 
agency for surplus property has had this privilege. The Members of Congress 
should take great pride in having made these improved opportunities possible. 
We are humbly grateful, and request your favorable consideration of H. R. 3322. 

The provisions of this bill will make a real contribution to the enrichment of 
the educational and health institutions of our great Nation. 

Sincerely ‘yours, 
FE. O. RoLuLAnp, Assistant Director. 


Mr. McCormack. I might add that we received a very fine telegram 
from Governor Collins on the passage of H. R. 3322. 

Mr. Benner. I certainly hope it goes through. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Congressman “Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

Mr. Warp. Mr. Chairman, Representative Burnside has sent a 
statement that he would like to have made a part of the record. I 
understand that Mr. Burnside is called out of town. 
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Mr. McCormack. Without objection, that statement of Congress- 
man Burnside will be inserted into the record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. M. G. BURNSIDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, if had been my plan to appear before your subcommittee on 
Monday, February 21, to make a short statement supporting H. R. 3322 and 
H. R. 4049, which I have introduced for identical purposes. 

Circumstances beyond my control make it impossible for me to appear before 
you, and accordingly, I ask the special privilege to have this letter read at 
the Monday session. 

You will recall that I was a member of the Expenditures Committee when 
it held hearings on the bill that became the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. Later I was one of the members appointed as a con- 
feree to work out agreement between the Houses on the few points of difference 
in their respective bills. 

In view of this background, I am familiar with the intent of Congress with 
respect to the donable program. I desire to make this point clear in veiw of 
some erroneous impressions circulated with respect to the intent of Public 
Law 152, as amended by Public Law 754, a little over a year later. 

You wiil recall that the Surplus Property Act of 1944 contained provision 
for the donation of property to many classes of recipients and it also made 
provision for special benefits to numerous groups. The cost of administration 
of this statute eventually became prohibitive. By 1948 it was evident that 
returns from the sale of the property, because of the costly administration, 
approximated the cost of the sales. 

On March 5, 1948 (see Document No. 558, SOth Cong., 2d sess.), President 
Truman, in a message to the Congress, stated: 

“* * * Furthermore, disposal costs are held at high levels by the rigid 
priority and preference provisions of the present law. Unless the law is changed, 
we will soon reach the point at which it will cost the Government more to 
dispose of these goods than it receives from their sale. We should therefore 
simplify the disposal procedure and make possible reduced costs by providing 
for the elimination of these cumbersome provisions when the remaining quan- 
tities of this property are no longer of sufficient size to justify their mainte- 
nance. * * *” 

The President recommended the liquidation of the War Assest Administration 
and the creation of a Federal Property Management Agency to handle surplus 
property and to provide for an economic property management system for the 
Federal Government. It was the President’s opinion that the obligation to 
schools, veterans, States, and other groups had been largely fulfilled and that 
the contemplated law should not make provision for a continuous program of 
donations. It should be noted that the Expenditures Committee of the Senate 
reported a bill on “the Federal Property Act of 1948,” (Rept. No. 1413 80th 
Cong., 2d sess.), on May 26, 1948. This bill, in section 103 (h), contained a 
subsection as follows: 

“* © * (h) Abandonment or donation of property.—This subsection author- 
izes the abandonment, destruction, or donation to public bodies, of property 
having no commercial value, or the estimated cost of care and handling of 
which would exceed the estimated proceeds from its sale.” 

This was the only provision for donation in the first bill. 

When the House considered the matter, however, it was apparent that educa- 
tional institutions were still very much in need of surplus property. Therefore, 
under your wise leadership, and supported by myself and many others, provision 
was made to continue the donable program for both real and personal property 
to educational institutions. The bill also provided for the donation of real 
property for public health purposes. The final report (No. 670, Sist Cong., Ist 
sess.) of the House, by the able chairman of the Expenditures Committee, Mr. 
Dawson, contains language which is clear and unambiguous as to the intention 
of Congress to continue the donable program. The analysis of the bill, as con- 
tained in the report, is also abundantly clear. If this were not sufficient evidence, 
I call your attention to the fact that Public Law 754 was enacted on September 
5, 1950, over a year later and after reconsideration. The donable program was 
extended so that public health institutions became donees for personal property 
as Well as for real property. 
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I consider it misleading for those who seem to oppose H. R. 3322 to refer to 
early statements, which emanated largely from the executive branch, to the effect 
that only property of no commercial value or property where the cost of care 
and handling might be prohibitive would be eligible for donation for educational 
and health purposes. The Congress, which is much closer to the people than the 
executive branch, was aware of critical conditions in the schools and hospitals in 
the country, and, in my opinion wisely, inserted section 203 (j) and (k) into the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. 

Mr. Chairman, the crisis which existed in 1948 in education and public health 
has been increasing by leaps and bounds, fed by our swelling population and 
our failure to keep construction up to current requirements. 

In my own State. West Virginia, the crisis in education is particularly acute 
and is. of course, aggravated by the depressed economic situation in many of our 
industries. The continuation of the donable program in my State is not only 
desirable but it is. in my opinion, a necessity. I cannot imagine a responsible 
executive agency taking the position that it is “good business” to sell useful and 
needed items at a few cents on the dollar when our beleaguered educational and 
public health institutions can get 100 percent value from them. 

I wish to congratulate you for devoting your time and energy to this program 
which is of such importance to the welfare of the people of our country. 


Mr. McCormack. Without objection, a letter received by Congress- 
man Moss from 8S. W. Patterson, assistant division chief, special 
schools and services, of the Department of Education of the State 
of California, will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
DIVISION OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS AND SERVICES, 
February 17, 1955. 
Re H. R. 3322. 


Hon. Joun E. Moss, 
House Office Building, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DreAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: The program of the California State residential 
schools for the deaf, blind, and cerebral-palsied children has been greatly bene- 
fited through the utilization of surplus property made available to our schools 
through provisions of Public Law 152. 

The taxpayers of our State have been saved many thousands of dollars by the 
present program and, even more important, the State has been in a position to 
provide a program for these groups of children that would not have been 
possible without the property received. For example, we have been able to 
institute a program in driver education of deaf students by securing a donated 
vehicle; we have been able to improve our vocational instruction program in 
printing, baking, cabinetmaking, etc., which will greatly assist the students to 
become economically independent upon graduation from our schools. 

While the utilization of property in our programs has been small in terms of 
the benefit to the day class public school children of the State, nevertheless we 
are certain that the results of our participation in the donation program will 
result in a much higher level of educational and vocational achievement of our 
students. 

We therefore urge that you vigorously support this legislation when it comes 
before you for consideration. 

Respectfully, 
S. W. PATTERSON, 
Assistant Diwision Chief, 
Special Schools and Services. 


Mr. McCormack. As previously stated, we have had permission to 
insert in the record the list of the names of many persons and organiza- 
tions that have written to us. 

(See list, appendix IV, at end of this hearing for list of persons and 
organizations. Other letters and telegrams appear in full, as 
follows :) 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE, 
Harrisburg, February 17, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMAck: Let me thank you for your invitation to 
testify before your special subcommittee on the question of possible repeal of the 
amendment concerning the sale of surplus Government property. 

Our secretary of administration was prepared to meet with your subcommittee, 
but was advised that the hearings had been postponed. Consequently, I should 
like to present the written statement which follows: 

In Pennsylvania not only the public-school system but 40 hospitals and more 
than 100 State-owned and State-approved schools have participated in the 
Federal surplus-property utilization program. In 1952 we distributed property 
with a value of $1,439,987; in 1953, $1,298,730; and in 1954, $1,106,397. 

We have been in communication with a number of institutions to consult their 
desires in connection with this possible repeal, and we can report that there 
is the strongest feeling among our institutional managers that the Government 
should revert to the policy of direct donation. We are informed by several of 
these agencies that the Government realizes only 7 or 8 percent of the base value 
when it sells. It is our feeling that this small gain to the Federal Government 
could be foregone in the interests of placing these materials in the hands of 
agencies serving the public rather than in the hands of commercial enter} risers ; 
also, the dispersed locations of the auctions make it most difficult for our insti- 
tutions to have representatives present to make bids. 

Let me assure you that if you decide to resume hearings, we shall be only too 
pleased to send down our secretary of administration to present our point of view 
orally. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE M. LEADER. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 17, 1955. 
The Honorable JOHN W. McCorMACK, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McCormack: With further reference to my letter of February 14 
regarding the desire of the State of Nevada to have H. R. 3322 broadened to 
include all government departments in the State, I am enclosing copies of two 
telegrams I have received from State officials regarding this matter. 

I shall appreciate any consideration your subcommittee gives this proposal. 

Sincerely, 
CLIFTON YOUNG, Member of Congress. 


FEBRUARY 17, 1955. 
Congressman CLIFTON YOUNG, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Would appreciate your best efforts to secure changes in H. R. 3322 and S. 1004 
relative surplus property disposal to make this equipment available to this 
and other governmental departments there is much material now being disposed 
of at little return to Government which would be usable to State and local gov- 
ernments used jeeps, aerial cameras, tools, et cetera, would be adequate for 
our use whereas new purchase is prohibitive. 

FRANK W. GROVES, 
Director, Nevada Fish and Game Commission, 


FEBRUARY 14, 1955. 
Ciirton Youne, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
H. R. 3322 now in committee in present form eliminates our department from 
participating in donorable surplus program. Many items made available that we 
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could use if eligible. Please intercede so that we can participate in program if 
possible. 
Lewis D. FERRARI, 
State Forester Fire Warden. 


Fresruary 16, 1955. 
Hon. WILi1AmM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Government Operations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CoLtteacue: This has reference to H. R. 3322 which is before your 
special subcommittee. 

Many institutions in New Jersey have derived considerable benefit through 
the surplus donation program. It is pointed out that the surplus goods were 
originally paid for by the taxpayers who must support the institutions which are 
the beneficiaries of the donation program. 

It seems to me the greatest good can be realized by continuing the donation 
program. May I respectfully urge prompt and sympathetic consideration of 
H. R. 3322 by your committee. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Hueu J. Appon1zio, 
Member of Congress. 





MONTGOMERY, ALA., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee Donable Property, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

Gov. James E. Folsom and State Superintendent of Education Austin 
Meadows urge Congress to provide for the different branches of the armed 
services and defense agencies to donate property not needed by such services 
and agencies to public schools, colleges and hospitals to help meet the emer- 
gency critical needs in such institutions. The original donation program of the 
armed services and defense agencies has been very helpful here in Alabama 
and should be reinstated to the extent possible. 

AUSTIN R. Meapows, State Superintendent of Education. 





STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Atlanta 3, Ga., February 15, 1955, 
Hon. JOHN W. McCorMACK, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: As director of the Georgia Agency for Surplus Properties, under 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949-50, I am greatly 
concerned with the future of the program and am watching with great interest 
the progress being made in this session of Congress, on bill H. R. 3322 which 
you are sponsoring. 

Through this program the schools and hospitals of this State have received 
benefits far beyond their expectations. Surplus properties acquired have en- 
abled them to do a much better job in teaching and preparing the youth of our 
Nation. However, through the Armed Services Stock Fund Sale Directive 
7420.1, much good property is being sold which our institutions desperately 
need. These properties are being sold at a very small rate which, in some 
instances, I am told, does not cover the cost of the sales. 

lor your information, I am enclosing herewith a few lists of good properties 
which were sold at the Atlanta General Depot. These are just samples of the 
sales that are being conducted there weekly. All of them contain good items of 
properties which could be used in both schools and hospitals. 

Again thanking you for your interest toward health and education in spon- 
soring this piece of legislation, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. BLACKBURN, 
Director, Georgia State Agency for War Surplus Properties. 
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STANDARD FORM 114 CONTRACT NO 

i mis SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA(s)=09-030-G = ae 

=e INVITATION, 81D, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO. 
O9=eO0300g-55=10 


IS6VEO BY eave or iavITATIN 
& Ostobor 


‘PAGE NO. NUMBER OF PAGES 
$ 16 


INVITATION 
Sealed bids,in..OnO Copy Only sibieer oo the General Sele Terms and Conditions ony eputtal 
conditions, ext forth hercin, will be received ot Salvace Bronchs \hsee 5O5-D, /.tle cate, ‘Gonoral “tipet 


une 230.o'dock. Pm, ....19. Ootobor......._.,-#9..54 for purchase and removal f Government-owned property liseed 
meee ee Sam eet rom Stowe 6. thru 16 

PLAGE : WHERE BIOS WILL BE PUBLICLY OPEN OF BID OPEN 
Salvage Branch, thso,. 505=B, Ktlonta Gon Dopot, US arm 1330 Tu e*ro Ootobor 1962 


CIL.RLES E. GOOLSDY, lnjor, JL Proporty Disposal Officor 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


This sclo of Quartormstor Stock Fix 
provisions of Soction 201 C, Pub 


oo - x ’ 
cecal arte Stqu Trak 
% \ 

NOTEs Gro quick ‘ tiés ci voi¢hts 


on ae Sees ete 0 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


he property described herein may hour of 2250 to 3350 t,o 
senile Mara Priaye,” omaltting Wotidays, © thru TO Gotobor a nd 


Aba dept of 20% gurcant of de tal wou bd te form of peal ot exons omer ove geder, oc cashier's or cera tack 


or such other of security es may be acceptable to the contracting officer, made peysble vo the Treasurer of che Unired Seates, mrust 
eccompany the 


Property must be removed by the successful bidder within. 10. calendar days after notice of eward, unless otherwise specified in she 
im time to be from the date of or otherwise said notice. 


A = ce ee ee ee enn ee an a 


DATE OF 810 


In compliance with the above invixation, and subject to all the General Sele Terms and Conditions and any spacial condirtons 4e 
undersigned offers and agrees, if this bid be accepeed within XK  cabender days (60 cslendar der Yf no pariad be specified by the budder) after 
dete of the opening, to purchase any or all of che ems discribed herein upon which prices are Quoted, at the price set opposite each com. 
Bid deposit tm the smnownt Of $ aera ee ne. Onchoned. 


‘AM CANO ADOREEE OF BIDOGM (Stra ond mumber. city ool Somme) SIGNATURE OF PERSON AUTHORIZED TO SIGN TH!IS BIO 


ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 
ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS NUMBERED 
Soo Attachod List 


TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 
Property Disposal Officor 
STANDAR 

, Ro comne tte 


59322 O—55——13 
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Pace 2 


GENERAL SALE TERMS AND CONDITIONS 


1. INSPECTION.—Bidders are invited and urged to inspect the prop- 
erty to be sold prior to submitting bids. Property will be available for 
dnapestion at the placse and tenes species tn the davintion, The Gov- 
ernment will not be obliged to furnish any labor for such purpose. In no 
case will failure to inspect constitute grounds for a or for the 
withdrawal of a bid after opening. 


2. CONDITION OF PROPERTY.—AN property listed herein is offered 
for sale “as is” and “where is,” and without recourse against the Gov- 
ernment. If it is provided herein that the Government shail load, then 
“where is” means f. o. b. conveyance at the point specified in the 
Invitation. The description is based on the best available information, 
but the Government makes no guaranty, warranty, or representation, 
expressed or implied, as to quantity, kind, character, quality, weight, 
size, or description of any of the property, or its fitness for any use or 
purpose, and no claim will be considered for allowance or adjustment or 
for rescission of the sale based upon failure of the property to correspond 
with the standard expected ; this is not a sale by sample. 


8. CONSIDERATION OF BIDS.—The Government reserves the right 
to reject any or all bids, to waive any technical defects in bids, and, 
unless otherwise specified by the Government or by the bidder, to accept 
any one item or group of items in the bid, as may be in the best interest 
of the Government. Unless otherwise specified, bids must be submitted 
on the basis of the unit specified for the item in the Invitation, and bids 
may be submitted on any or all items. In case of error in the extension 
of prices in the bid, the unit prices will govern. 


4. BID GUARANTEE.—The bidder agrees that (1) the bid will not 
be withdrawn within the time specified for acceptance after the opening 
of bids (60 calendar days if no period be specified by the bidder), and 
will during that time remain firm and irrevocable, and that (2) the 
bidder will pay to the Government the purchase price of the property 
in accordance with the bid if accepted. If a bid deposit is required, 
the bid must be accompanied by said bid deposit. In the event of an; 
default by the bidder or any failure by the bidder to comply with all 
terms and conditions of this contract, any deposit made by the bidder may 
be applied by the Government to any loss, cost, and expense occasioned 
to the Government thereby, including any loss, cost, and expense incurred 
im selling the property and including any difference between the amount 
specified in the bid and the amount for which the Government may sell 

@ property, if the latter amount be less than the former. Deposits 
accompanying bids which are not accepted will be returned. Deposits 
of successful bidders may be applied against the contract price, and 
on Sea of the contract, any excess of the deposit will be returned 
to idder. 


6. PAYMENT.—Payment of the balance of the purchase price, if a 
deposit has been made, or of the full purchase price, shall 
be made by cash, or by certified check, cashier's check, bank dra‘ 
postal or express money order, payable to the Treasurer of the Uni 
States. Unless otherwise specified by the Government, payment of the 
full purchase price, subject to any adjustment for variation in quantity 
or weight pursuant to Condition No. 8, must be made prior to the date 
specified for removal and per to delivery of any property. If any such 
adjustment is necessary, then payment must be completed, unless other- 
wise specified by the Government, immediately subsequent to adjustment. 
If the successful bidder fails to make full and final payment as herein 
provided, the Government reserves the right, upon written notice to the 
successful bidder, to sell or otherwise dispose of any or all of such 
property in the Government's possension and to charge the loss, if any, 
to the account of the defaulting bidder. The original Purchaser will in 
no way be released from full compliance with the terms and conditions 
of the sale by his resale of the property. 


6. TITLE.—Title to the items of property sold hereunder shall vest 
in the Purchaser as and when full and final payment is made, unless 
otherwise specified by the Goverament, and except that if the contract 
provides that loading will be performed by the Government, title shall 
not vest until such loading and such payment are completed. On all 
motor vehicles and motor-propelled or motor-drawn equipment requiring 
licensing, a certificate of release, Standard Form 97 (or a State certifi- 
eate of title, if such a certificate of title has been issued to the Govern- 
ment), will be furnished for ench such vehicle and piece of equipment, 


7. DELIVERY AND REMOVAL OF PROPERTY.—The Purchaser 
shall be entitled to obtain the property upon vesting of title of the 

roperty in him, unless otherwise specified in the Invitation to Bid, 

livery shall be at the designated location, and the Purchaser shall 
remove the property at his expense. The Purchaser shall reimburse the 
Government for any damage to Government property caused by the 
renova! operations of the Purchaser. If the Purchaser fails to remove 
the property within the ified time, the Government shall have the 
right to charge the Purchaser and collect upon demand a reasonable 
storage charge if the property is stored on premises owned or controlled 
by the Government, or store the property elsewhere for the Purchaser's 
account, and all costs incident to such storing, including handling and 
moving charges, shall be borne and paid by the Purchaser; in addition 
to the foregoing rights, the Government may. after the expiration of 
thirty (30) days after the date specified for removal, and upon ten (10) 
days’ written notice (calculated from the date of mailing) to the Pur- 
chaser (which ten (10) days’ written notice may, at the option of the 


contracting officer, be included die: pesly or wholly in the thirty (30) 
days specified above or may be in ition thereto), resell the property, 
applying the proceeds therefrom against the storage and any other 
costs incurred for Purchaser's account. Any details regarding removal 
of the property as may not be provided for herein, shall be arranged 
= the contracting officer, which arrangement shall be reduced to 


8 ADJUSTMENT FOR VARIATION IN QUANTITY OR 
WEIGHT.—Any variation between the quantity or weight listed for 
any item and quantity or weight of such item or delivere: 
to the Purchaser will be adjusted on the basis of the unit price quoted 
for such item; but no adjustment for such variation will be made where 
an award is made on a “price for the lot” basis. 


9. WEIGHING.—Where weighing is necessary to determine price here 
under, the Purchaser, unless otherwise provided, shall arrange for, and 
pay all expenses of weighing material, including all switching charge: 
incurred. In case of removal by truck, weighing shall be under th- 
supervision of the Government and, at its option, on (a) Government 
scales, or (b) certified scales in the vicinity of the location of the 
DP rty, or (c) certified seales in the vicinity of the Purchaser's 
establishment, or (d) other scales acceptable to both parties. When 
removal is by rail, weighing shail be on railroad track scales, or by 
other means acceptable to the railroad for freight charge purposes. 
Government-approved weighing shall govern payment. 


10. RISK OF LOSS.—(1) After mailing notice of award, and prior 
to passage of title to the Purchaser, the Government will be responsibi- 
for the care and protection of the property and any loss, damage, or 
destruction occurring during such period will be adjusted by the con 
tracting officer. (2) After passage of title to the Purchaser, and prior 
to the date specified for . the Government's responsibility wi) 
be limited to the exercise of rensonable care for the protection of the 
property. (3) After the date specified for removal of the property 
all risk of loss, damage, or destruction from any cause whatsoever rh: 
be borne by the Pure! r. 


11. LIMITATION ON GOVERNMENT'S LIABILITY.—In any care 
where liability of the Government to the Purchaser has been established 
the extreme measure of the Government's liability shall not, in any event 
exceed refund of the purchase price or such portion thereof as the 
Government may have received. 


12. VERBAL MODIFICATIONS.—Any oral statement by any repre 
sentative of the Government, modifying or changing any conditions o/ 
this contract, is an expression of opinion only and confers no right upon 
the Purchaser. 


18. COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES.—Purchaser war 
rants that no person or selling agency has been employed or retained! 
to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding for 
& commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bons 
fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies 
maintained by the Purchaser for the purpose of doing business. For 
breach of this warranty, the Government shall have the right to annu 
this contract without liability or at its option, to recover from the Pur 
chaser the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
tingent fee, in addition to the consideration herein set forth. 


14, OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT.—No Member of or Delegate to 
Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be admitted to any share or 
part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise therefrom, unie 
it be made with a corporation its general benefit. 


15. DISPUTES.—Except as otherwise specifically provided in this 
contract, all questions of fact involved in disputes arising under thi 
contract shall be decided by the contracting officer, whose decision upon 
said facts shall be final and conclusive upon the parties, subject to written 
appeal by the Purchaser within thirty (30) days to the head of the 
department or his duly authorized representative, whose decision on s./ 
facts shal! be final and conclusive upon the parties hereto. In the mean 
time, the Purchaser shall diligently proceed with performance. 


16, DEFINITIONS.—(a) The term “head of the department” as used 
herein shall mean the head or any assistant bead of the executive depar: 
ment or independent establishment involved, and the term “his du! 
authorized representative” shall mean any person or persons, other than 
the contracting officer, authorized to act for him, or any board set up ix 
accordance with regulations. 


(b) The term “contracting officer” as used herein shall include his 
duly appointed successor and his duly authorized representative. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS 
Envelopes containing bids must be sealed and marked In the upper 
left-hand corner with the name and address of the bidder, identification 
of the invitation, and the date and hour of opening. 
Bids should be filled out in ink, indelible pencil, or typewriter. 


Bidder must show total amount bid on last sheet on which o bid is 
entered. 


©. 8. GOVERRMENT PRINTING OFrice 16--60066-1 


Reverse of Standard Form 114 
August 1950 Edition 
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STANDARD FORM 114A 


PAGE NU. 


AUGUST 1980 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES 40m 
PERSONAL PROPERTY 
RBEGVLATION NO 8 


_ DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY 
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SUSUST 1088 = SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT “INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 


REGULATION (CONTINUATION SHEET) 








TEM 
NO. 


QUANTITY 
(Necnber of Unes) 





DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY PRICE BID 


PER UNIT 
























The Folloving Items oro Located Ia 


1. SF=108 (P-)711) 

ROPE, Now (A)(138 lbs) Consisting pe 1 
Bone, Juto 3/4" = 27 Los, j 

Rope, Jute 5/8" - 9 Lb. 

Ropo, Jute 1/2" ~ 102 Lbs, 

SF-51-54  15-66163 

SF#13-55 § 15-66227 

Tota] Acquisition Cost 348.30) 





SF=i5-F-11S (P-1711) 

FITTINGS, Now (A) Consisting ofs 1 
Clamp Rod, Mosquito Bar = 2496 Za, 
SF=13-55 15-6247 

(Total Acquisition Cost $199.68) 


20 


Sa SF=$15=-F-NS (P-1711) 







PIT?INGS, Usod (D) Consisting of: \ 
Polo Tort Sholtor = 1050 Za, te NG 
Clamp Rod, iosquito Bar = 2900 Za, c Sony 
SF-13-55 15-66247, 66220 “7 »} 


(Total Acquisition Cost }483,50) od 

4e SF-68 (P=1711) 
COTTON, Clothing, Usod (oppor ) 1 
Consisting of: é ore 
Cover, Cap, Uniform, Sizo 2oee" 51 
Cover, Cap, Uniforn, Jas DRYe29 
Trousors, Cotton, gf» « & ‘80 
36x29 = < Pr. : : 

J Cap, Garrison, Sihe eho: i788 Ly 
Trousors, Cnn c yr Sizo 
28x32 - 65 Pre V/A e 
Covor, Cap, Unifoxf, 6 5/8 -10,965|Ea, 
Pants, Swont, Gray Largo = 2 Pre 
Shorts, Athictic, Sizo 40 - 5 Pre fs 


Ea. 


Jackot, Utility 0G 107, Smll -1 
Can, Garrison, OD, 7 1/6" ~ 11 En, 
Cover, Cap, Uniforn, 6 3/8 = 1 Bn, 
Cover, Cap, Uniform, 6 1/2 = 4 Ea, 
Covor, Cap, Uniforn, 6 3/4 = 2 Zo. 
Covor, Cap, Uniforn, 6 7/6 - 2 Doe 
Cover, Cap, Uniforn, 7 = 8 Ea, 
Cover, Cap, Uniforn, 7 1/8 = 3 Ea, 
cscs canes TTD sna cecstaasiiin inside lence 


NAVAE OF BIODER 


STAM DARD * 3RM 114A 
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Té NDARO FORM 1144 PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
syaust ves SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO 
REGULATION NO. 3 > 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09~030=s<55-10 
_ 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
Price B10 TOTAL PRICE 10 
PER UNIT | coLans | CENTS 


Th 
(Item Noe 4 Continuod) 


Cover, Cap, Uniform, 7 3/8 = 2 Ea. 
Covor, Cap, Uniforn, 7 1/2 = 3 Ea, 
Covor, Cap, Uniforn, 7 5/8 = 
Cover, Cap, Uniforn, 7 7/6 = 
Nocktio, Cotton, iohair Ihaki = 4 
Cont, Bekors & Cooks, Whito, liod,= 
SP=#13-55  15-66220 

SF-51-54  15=66163, 66165 
SF=49-54 15-19182, 19191 
SF=25-54 1566161 

SF=36-54  15~66109 

SP=72-55 1566221, 66251 
SF-57-54 15-66175 

(Total Acquisition Cost 711.25) 


SF=52 (P=1711) 


Iisnatos = 6 Ia. 

SF=25-54 15-19160 ; 

(Total acquisition Cost $1749), 
4 : 


are u. 

SF=73-F-"S  (P=1711) Si 
mr of: 

(318 Bas) fen Ny 
Sizos. 73 - 96 Ea. $¢ ‘ ‘ 
Sizes, 7 3/8 = 14,0as |! 
Sizes. 7 3/4 = TP’Boe le" 
SF-11-54 15-197%6 ,, 
(Total jdcquisitiuy fost $604.20) 


SF=84 (P-1711) “ 

NETTING, Cotton, ilosquito Ber, 
T™! 72" Mow (A) (74% Yds)(168 Lbs) 
ST=49-54 1519191 

(Total Acquisition Cost 3706.80) 
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gia 
ee 


STANO4ARO FORM 1144 
AUC UST 19850 EDITION 








LSS UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 





PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO _ 
Dii(s )-09-030-Q] I= ‘ 
rea ee 
INVITATION NO. ? 
09=030=s-55-10 : 
s aahiaieenetallieedldieaniateemames 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER _ 
PRICE BID a At PONCE IO t 
PER UNIT Cosas | cents f 
' 









ST¢ NOARD FORM 
pacecnioco ev ee SERVICES aom SALE OF GOVERDOVENT PROPERTY 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT “INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 


REGULATION 
as (CONTINUATION SHEET) 









QUANTITY 
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The Following Itorms are Located in 


SF=134 (P-#1711) 
SEODS, Now (A) (3162 lbs) Consisting 
of: 
Boots, Servicc, Combat, 10=C =224 § 
Boots, Sorvico, Combat, 73B = 192 } 
ots, Sorvico, Combat, 7-C = 53 Pu, 
oots, Serviso, Combat, 8=-C = 452 J 
Boots, Sorvico, Combct, 9=C = GO Py 
Boots, Sorviccy, Combat 10=-C = 36 Py 
Boots, Sor-rico, Combat 103¢ ~- 36 Pro 
Boots, Sorvicc, Combat 11-D 
Boots, Scervicc, Combat, !smatos ~ 
SF=47-54 15-66108 

SF-49-54 1519190, 19191 

(Totel Acquisition Cost $7,598.10) 








a 


SF=13% (P-1712) 1 


SHOES, Used (D) Consisting of's i? Ee ; Lot 
Boots, Sorvico, Combat 10B = 12 (ona | 
Shoos, Sorvico, Robuilt, SC -6 BS” )!) ij 


Se 


Shoos, Service, Compe Solo = Tiel Pq” \ 
Boots; Sorvico, Combit, 134-20 = 1/Pr. 
Boots, Servico, Combct - Se Pr 


Boots, Sor-vrico, Combat, 6-27, Maer 

Boots, Sorvico, Combat, eet 
\ Boots, Scrvico, Combat, | ce 1 | 
\ Bocts, Sorvices Conbyt,-2€>2Pr. 

Boots, Service, Coriby-f, GE = V 


r 
1 
Bocts, Scrvico, Cagbet, 19%4D -1 
Boots, Sorvico, PPfibity.135-E = 1 
SF=22-55 15- 2294 66226 
SF=2=55 15- , 66199 
(Total Aoqelel yan goes $520.20) 
A 


a 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


NAME OF BIDOER 
"ACH SHEET OF BID —. 
© SOULD SHO"? N 
OF BIDT =R LAC 
= <= 8Ou 


© -*OARD FORM 114A 
4... 2USY 1990 EDITION _—— 
8T=NO 
AUGU! 
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EERIE ae ht 
ST. NOARO FORM 1144 v 
STs NOs 808 ce \PAGE NO. CON | CONTR AC ACT NO 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVi =FS ADM. Ravit . MENT PROPERTY Di‘ s )-9-.03 S2-Vie 
PERE SNAL Geo. " Se eee een 
RESULATION NO. 3 — vi a Nb -esND ACCEPTANCE 9 ee riGw NO 
ve vA, - 
P UIT. 10M SHEZT) | | O91 qe Ref 510 


iaede a 5 vanv. eas Seeeiaaiaatald 
To Be me Fi. 28 BY G:NTER 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATIGC? OF PROPERTY euantity | unit cope = Se 


Fo . 
ember of Unt) MEASURE, PRICs O'c |_ TOTAL PRG BID 


ko 


PER UNIT | coisas _| canrs 
ho Pell lors ng Itons [toms aro Locstod ir }Warchouso 5B: 


sFe89 (P1711) 

CLOTHING, Wool, Now (A)(4137 lbs) Lot 
Corsisting of: 

Swoc.tor, .ochanical ~ 480 k& 

Sweater, Turtle Nock, Largo = 66 2 

Swoator, Lich Nock, largo = 720 Ba 
Swoator, High Neck, “ocium + 520 <4 
Swoctor, High Neck, Gnall = $00 ia 
Swo:.tor, Slecvoless, icdiun -355 &q, 
Swoater, Slocvoloss, Small -1560 %q, 
SF-36-54 15=56109 

SF=47-54 15=56108 

(Total icquisition Cost $14,669.70 


SF-89 (P=1711) 
CLOTHING, Tiool, Used (D)(1416 1bs) 
Consisting of: 
Trousors, OD, Shr.do 33, 26x33 = 5 
OD, Sh:.do 33, 27x33—= 2 P 
OD, Shado 33, 29x29 = 2 
OD, Shado, 33, 30x29 =4 
OD, Shado 33, _—_ -1 
OD, Shado 33, 3 5x32 » 8 
OD, Shade 33, 35485 pre, 
Trcusors, OD, Shudco 33, aS A z 
Trousors, OD, Shado 33,.427iS = 3 
Trousors, OD, Shado Be MESS 3 
Glove Inscrts, Asso.'¢ 23 Pie 
Jackot, Wool, OD, ,@2 Roguer -T7E 
Jackot, Vool, oD Dg 34 Regursr - 83 
Jackot, Wocl, hy »* Short = 53 ia 
Jeckot, Wool, OR} F: long - 1 Ene 
Jackot, Worl, OF, & Long - 25 Ea, 
Jackot, Wool, OD, 30 Regular = 92 
Jeckot, Wool, OD, 36 Short = 48 Ea 
Jackot, tool, OD, 38 Long = 32 Ea. 
Jackot, Wool, OD, 38 Rogular =~ 5€ 
Jackot, lool, OD, 38 Short = 26 io 
Jackot, fool, OD, 40 Long ~ 5 En, 
Jackot, ifool, OD, 38x Short = 1 Ee 
Jacket, Wool, OD, 40 Rogular = 32 
Jacket, \3ool, OD, 40 Short, = & Zc 
Jackot, Wool, OD, i2 Long = 5 Eas 
CAUTION: INSPECT THE 


NAME OF BIDOCER 
ACH ta aD 
Sie SHrTw pes 
BOER 


ST=NDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1@0 EDITION 
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SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHIT ET) 


PAGE NO| CONTRACT NO 
Di.(s 09-03 0= = 
INVITATION NO 
09-023 0—g—55—10 
TOEE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 

Alls UST 1950 

PRESCR! BED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 
REGULATION NO. 3 


'TEM 


QUANTITY 
NO 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF P 
OF PROPERTY price e10|_TOT*t PRICE ep 


PER UNIT COLLAR: 


(Itorn Noe 11 Continuod) 


Jackct, ‘ool, OD,°~ 
Cap, Garriscn, 
Cap, Garriscn, 
Cap, Garrison, 
Cap, Garrison, 
Jackot, Wool, 
Jackct, Vool, 

act 
Jock ool, 
Cap, Garrison, OD 
Cap, Gerrison, OD, ‘ 
Garrison, OD, G 7/8 = 13 Ede 
Garriscn, OD, 7 = 11 Da, 
Cap, Garrison, OD 7 1/8 = 23 Ia. 
Cap, Garrison, 0, 7 3/0 = 2 Bae 
Cap, Garrison, OD, 7 1/4 = 
nae ool, OD = 85 La, é 
Jackct, vool, OD, 1! 50, %% Longel 


Cap, 
Cap, 


4 Bae 


Jacke t; ? 
Jackot, 


Covory Cap, io 


Vool, OD, ! 50, 
‘ool, OD, | 
ol, St = 7 = S8Lce 


11 50, 4 Roge 2 


42xL = 1 Th 


Trousors, OD, 33 


— - ree. 


Trousors, OD, 33, 30x3d ae Pa ~ 
e > Ry 


Cap, Garrison 

Covor, Cap, « 

Cover, Cap, | ae “2 7 ans - 5% 
Covor, Cap, T1-SR,J ‘SY - bin Doe 
a: es1 


1s-cphés,, 


Cover, Cop, il~ 
SP=51-54 
SPa57=5: 15-4965 
S7H43-52 15-5608, 
Sr=2=55 15-6 620205 
Fa22055 15=66224 


(: Total icquisition 


i.e 


66175 


Cost 38537425) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


STANDARD *ORM 114A 
AUG UST 1960 EDITION 
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ha ee cm a 


STNDARO FORM 1144 AGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
AUG. SY 1980 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY I’ Dif s)-09=030=0': 
ERsONAL PROPERTY M VANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 11 INVITATION NO = 


PERSON : 
COATS © (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=03092=55=10 


TO BE SUPPLIED GY BIDDER 
= DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY [UNIT OF TOTAL PRICE BIO 


(Naber of Unies) ASURE] PRICE BID a 
PER UNIT couens | canrs 


Tho Following Itoms cro Located inj‘archouso 305=B: 


SF=73-F-"NS (P1711) 

FRAIE, Cap, Now (A) (8225 Ea) 
Consisting of: 

Fram, Cap w/grouwt, 64 ~ 2561 B 
Freno, = w/grozwot, 6 ve - 336 Eo 
Fromo, © Siramstl 6 7/6 =£58% Ba 
Frano, Cap cieatlineniadia 7 - 1536 Dae 
Fram, Cap w/-raxot, 7 = 016 Eh. 
Frano, Cap w/gromrot 7 5/8 = 288 Bt 
Frarw, Capy w/cromot 7 7/8 =1106 § 
SF=i9e54 15-19182 

(Total Aoquisition Cost $15,627.50 


SP=73=B-NS (P1711) 


Bolté, .2ist, Small = 500 In, 
Bolt, Loathor, IP 4: = 114 En, 
SF=45—54 1566157 

SF=1-55 15-66103 

(Total quisition Cost 51696. 20) 


SF=132 (P=1711) 

LEATHER, Usod (D) (572 ee 

Consisting of: 

Shoath, !0E, Loather, nlf 

SF=51-5 15-66176 

(Total iequisition Cgygb- BH) 
‘ . 

SPe132 0 (Pel711),y %*. 

LE.THER GLOVES, ja (3). “fo Lbs) 

Consisting of 1/// 

Glow, Losthor AN Voor ° \KeLe = 606} Za, 

Glove, Linosmon, 2K0 ll, = 254 Ea 

SFel=55 1566107 

(Totel Lequisition Cost 31,030.20) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


oma Pesta NAME OF BIDOER 
a 2 | 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 BOITION 








192 
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(PAGE NU.| CONTRACT NO 
io« SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di. (8 )=09=030=Gie 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM —— 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT = INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 12 invitation NO 


REGULATION NO 8 


1vTEM 
NO 





176 


NAME OF BIDDER 
€ \CH SHEET OF BID 
on 2 ar 7 NAMB 
OFr ta 


'*ARD FORM 114A 


sS 


(CONTINUATION SHEET, 














09-03 Os —55—10 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY 


Tho Following Itons aro Lo Locs tod in}\archouso 3¢5=B: 


SF=56 (P=1711) 

RAINCO.TS, Usod (D) (9 Lb) 
Consisting of: 

Raincoat, OD, SRC L = 5 En, 
SF=51<5: 1566163 

(Total Acquisition Cost 27,00) 


SF=117 (P-1711) 

PL.STIC, Now (/.)(3200 Lbs) 
Consisting of 

Insolo, Vont, ll-42, SM = 520 Pre 
Insolo, Vont, !l=4c, 7=N = 571 Pre 
Insolo, Vent, imia, Set = 1214 Pre 
Insolo, Vont, lie4i, S~1i = 3651 Pre 
Insolo, Vont, il—i2, 1081! = 5164 Pr 
Insolo, Vont, I'=<t, 10—/ = 2899 Pr 
Insolo, Vont, lie4Z, Lll-li = 3819 Pr 
Insole, Vent, -»24 ‘l= 2413 Pr 
Insolo, Vont, liett, l2=l = 469 Pre F 
Insolo, Vont, 1-44, 12-!! = 1168 Pry” 
Insole, Vont, (mit, SI] = 340 Pre 
Insolo, Vont, limit, SI! = 301 Pre 
Insoloy Vont, “eit, Sli = 275-Rre 
Insolo, Vornt, Imit, Gel = 
Insolo; Yont, lie 9—1T /E5Y, og 
Insolo, Vont, i=% 1a Wi 
Insolo, Vort, imit, LLG Pel: Pr, 
Insola, Vont, lett, px = “Bl20 ire 
SFa1-55° 15=66103 AFe2-55 | ?$5=G610 
(Total . oquiestighy Cost: “ai7, 052,50 








SP=57 wank.) 

RUBBER GLOV3S, Now(A) (400 Lbs) 

Consisting of NS . 

Gloves, Synthotic, RCL 14 = 676 Pre, 
1-55 15-65107 

(Total Acquisition Cost 31297,20) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PPOPERTY 





# sw JST 1980 EDITION 
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nm 
oO 





S* .-DAR 
aL GUST 1 
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——— 


Sr eenes Paes 1908 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE; 15 
REGULATION NO. (CONTINUATION SHEET) 


Tho Foll owiiig Itous 


SF=67 (P1711) 

CANVAS, Now (A) (1022 1bs) 
Consisting of: 

Sling, Carricr !G immo ~ 196 Se, 
Pack Board w/oanras sacl: = 7 En, 
Bag, «mmo, i2\l = 40 Do, 

Cover, Canvas liuzzlo, Carbino 
Strap, Chin, Holmot, 11 = 2915 Bae 
Fly for Squad Tont = 3 Boe 
SF=2—55 15-66199 

SF35=54 1566120, 66113 

SF=i5=54 1566161 

SF=51-52 15866163, 66165 

(Total Acquisition Cost 21,706.70) 


SF=S7 (P1711) 

CANVAS, Usod (D) (585 Lbs) 
Consisting of: ‘ 
Bucket, Canvas Col, 10 Qurrt=-1 @ 
Strap, Bag Fiolc, O, I-36 = 63 Le 
Carricr, ix, Imtronching :=10 ~89 
Fromo,; Cap, w/gror.ot, 6 7/Q-« 2 
Covor, Camvas, izzlo, Car¥#ig \or 
Riflo’= 8642 Eo, f, 


Basy Canvas Fiold, li536;° 

SP=35-54 15-66113,' 7 

SF~5l-54 15-G601g5:% =f! 

SF~ihe52 15=66001 *-007.-" 

SF=43-54 15-455. 

SF=57-54 1 , 

(Total Acquisitiag Cost 3663,_10) 
<< 


f 


2AGE NL.| CONTRACT NO 


Di. (8 C9 030—Q ie 
INVITATIONNO. 
09-030—3=55=10 


os 
TO BE SUPPLIEL BY BIDDER 


‘ 
PRICE BID TOTAL PRICE GID 


PER UNIT | Coane _| COnTS 


NAME OF BIDDER 
sACH OF BID 
5 = ess WwW NAME 


S* . -DARO FORM 114A 
aL 3UST 1980 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 114A “\PAGE NO] CONTRACT NO 
Suovsries on tt4 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di (5 )=09—030~Q} fe 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. i 1 8 ee 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO 
ae (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=530—8—=55=10 
TO BE SUPPLIED DY BIDDER 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY | TOTAL PRICE BID 


PRICE BID 
PER UNIT 


Tho Following Itons cro Locetod in|iiarchouso 3G5=5: 


SF=72=BeNS (P=1711) 

BOOTS, Rubbor, Now (..) (2179 Pr) 
Consisting of «.pproxinatolys 
Boots, Rubber Hip, Sizo 6 - 120 
Boots, Rubbcr,ilip, Sizo 7 ~ 401 Pr 
Boots, Rubbor Hip, Sizo 8 = 589 Pr 
Boots, Rubber Hip, Sizo 9 = 336 Pr 
Boots, itubbor, Hip, Sizo 10= 3559 Ife 
oots, Rubbor Iip, Sizo ll = 291 7 
Ovorshoos, iisrmtos = 1 Pre 
SF=4-55 15-66102 

SF=51-5- 15=66163 

(Total Acquisition Cost 14,596.40 


SF=72=BeNS  (P=1711) 

BOOTS, Rubber, Hip, Sizo 7, 
Used (D) (35 Pr) 

SP#1=55  15+66103 

(Total .lequisition Cost °254_50) 


SF=46 (P=1711) 

TOOLS, Wow (A) (18 Lb) 
Consisting Of: ots, 
Hendlo, ..x, Dnttonching, XO RK 20) Eas 
Gogslo, Plastic, Cloar “& Pos: 


. 


SF=57=54  15-G61C9 ww 
SPaGSe5% 18-GC1GL ets 
(Total -.cquisition Gost « a0} 


e+ 
. . 
. 


srg (Pal TL Noes’ 
TOOLS, Uscd (D}(7 Lb) Consisting pfs 
Gogclos, Plast{$,/Mloar - 15 ?re 
SF=57-54 15-6090, 

(Total icquisitiorGost 130.00) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIODER 


STAN\ ++ RD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 114A 
segecniaeD ev Generar SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


SERVICES ADM 
PERSONA aL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT “INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 


3 INVITATION NO. 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09-030—s—55=10 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY Mel mice aro] TOTAL PmicE SID 
— —Stt.Ans__| <exve 
ST=37=BeNS  (P=1711) 
ATELETIC SUPPLIES, Now (1)(2496 Lop) 1 
Consisting of: 
Supvortor, Athlotic, 3 S ~ 286 Ea, 
Supportor, i.thlotio, 3 li = 48,664 Ba, 
Supportor, ithlotio, 6 L »- 1015 Za 
ST=i5-52 16-65170 (1o6ntion = 
SF=27=54 15-66111 ‘Op osito hbo, 505s). 
(Total icquisition Cost 332,475.55 


F130 (P1711) 
DUCKING, Now (..)(2260 1bs)(zhso 30 
Consistin; of: 
Duolz, OD, 6 FiriM 32" = 430 Yds. 
Ducking, Gray No. 12 37" = 290 Yds 
Duck, Gray Noe 4 314” = 700 Yds, 
Duck, Gray, 35” 979% Yds» 
SF=i6-54 15-66104 
SF~i7=54 15=66111 
SF=33=5¢ 15-66113 
(Total Acquisition Cost 71,044.49} 


SF=53-0-NS  (P=1711) 

OFFICE SUPTLITS, Now (A)(; ‘hso 305 
Consisting ofs 2 
Erasor, Poncil, Oblong, a 
SF=39-54  15=66105 

(Total icquisition Cost Lent 
SF=37=L=NS (pai713¥)/ 

Lici SHOE, Now (J Ph BNQD- 
Consisting of's Ae “ee 20° 305 
Laco, Shoo hthyy ip, 48" 203194 P 
Laco, Logzinz, Si4s 30" -12,268 I 
SF-33=54 15-661. 

SP=27-5% 15-6111 

(Total Jequisition Cost v3,000.04 


SP m2 OHFi.=N5 (P-1711) 

NIC, Cot, St. Dstd Now (:.)(529 F 
SPai7-54  15=65111 ; 
(Total Acquisition Cost ¥476.10) 
(hso 3053) 


’ DFO! 'A1N4A 
AUG UST 1980 EDITION 
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ee FORM 1144 ¢ OF 1 ry 


PRESSR/BED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
REGULATION NO. 8 

(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


'TeM T oO T | QUANTITY 
DESCRIPTION AN 
NO LOCATION OF PROPERTY Number of | ) 


The Follarinz Itoms aro Located in “arohouso 3 


SFaT=lieNS (P#1711) 
Cc MnBSS, Cotton, Usod (2) (47 Ea) 
SF#33—54 15619221 
(Total icquisition Cost (493.50) 


SF=74—BeNS (P1711) 

BAG; Carry Rockot, iG, Now (-.) 
(12,824 Ea)(Location= Opzosito “hsp. 
305-3) SF-33-54 15-66120 

Total J.cquisition Cost 38,272,_90 


SF=74—B =NS (P1711) 

B.G, Carry, Rockot, 16, Usod (2) 
(1,354 La)(Location: Opposite 
whsoe 305=Ds) 

SF=33<54 15=66120 

(Total Acquisition Cost 34,062,00) 


SP=748GelS (P1711) 

GLASSES, tm, Spoctaclo Typo, 
Now (i) (6,694 En) 

SF-33-54 15-19221 

(Total Aequisition Cost a 


ee’ 


SF23 (P1711) 
KITCUCM SUIPLICS, Now SG 


Consisting of ee 
Tubler, Drink, 10 of - 8 
Filtor, Groaso = bf ine 
SF-30=5% 15-60}Gr *heeee™ 

(Total aoquisi#xor, Cost 3447.54) 


SPe11: at 

WDDING, Nonebsorbent, No Backin; 
Yo Enbossing, 50" Thick 20 Ply 
Browm Typo III, 2 rolls 20"x998 
(pproxe “+560 1bs) 

(Total -.cquisition Cost ,'9,899,6% 


PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO. 
Di. (3) -09—0%0—f fm 
i6 INVITATION NO 
09—%30~=s=55=10 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


price a0! TOTAL PRICE BID 


PER UNIT COLLARS | cmere 


NOTE: THE FOLLOWING INFOR.TION PLL DS FURNISHED BY Ti DIDO: 


TOL: 


<IOUNT} OF BID 


20% GUIS pT % DEPOSIT 


‘ CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPEKTY 


NAME OF BIDOER 
BACH SHEET CP 
SHOULD N. 
OF BI 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1860 EDITION 


date of the o; 
Bid deposit in 
‘BIDDER Ri 
0) leas than | 
OF secure this 
Biddor 1 


NAME AND «A 


ee 
ACCEPTAN 
ACCEPTED 


aneipaamene 
TITLE OF C 
Proport 


STANDARO 
AUGUST 19% 


59325 
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EL EE SS TS NEN stem see stem 


STANDARD FORM 114 SALE OF CONTRACT Ki 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY ° 
PRESCRIGED BY GENERAL SERVICES AOM. 09 050- Om 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMEN INVITATION, 81D, AND ACCEPTANCE ante eeee NO 
09-030—s-55=11 — 
ISSUED BY DATE OF INVITATION 
Salvago Dranch, Atlanta Gonoral Depot, U.S. Arny 25 Ootobor 1954 
ADDRESS citi PAG : BER OF PAGES 
Atlanta, Goorgia ™ — ait i enn 


INVITATION ; 


carolina RANMA Aca MM 

Sealed bids, in Ona. Copy: Only... subject eo the General Sale Terms and Conditions on the reverse hereof, and any special 
conditions, set forth herein, will be seceived at... SAlvage..Dranch,.Whaes 305-D, Atlanta Genoral Depot 
votil 1230.0'clock. Pm, ....9. November... . 19.24 fer purchase and removal of Governmentowned property listed 
Jbelor erat on coneinnasion shee numbered pages araaahi 6. § thru 15. 


PLACE WHERE BIDS WILL BE PUBLICLY OPENED TIME DATE OF 81D CPENING. 
Salvago Branch, Whsoe 305-3, Atlanta Gon Dopot, US Arey 1:30 pr| 9 Novoribor 1954 

NAME — TITLE a 
CHARLES E. GOOLSDY, Lnjor, Qic Proporty Disposal 0 Officor 


_—_— - — —— —_ -——_—- —— 


| pes TO BE SUPPLIED BY ‘BIDDER 
TEM NO.) DESCRIPTI N QUANTITY Et eee 

' sc ON AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | LSU uam) MEASURE) PRICE 810 TOTAL PRICE a0 
ics: octet aie -dietaltaetiemielunch inaitbisabaalatent asta. Se 


The property described hereia mey be inapucted between the hours of 8150.AM 12230. Plind .2.250.%0.3:30 Pil on 
thru Fridays, oxoluding holidays, 26 Ootobor thru 8 Novoribor | yp 54 


Mondays. 
CHARLES E. GOOLSDY, Major, G2, Property _ “Disposal Officor es 


oer ces ee eteees er teee etn + ceeten ermmme: se meteemn ee ees etenee: Mens ege newer amee nr gee eee nets nen anes aie a etree ae neeeeeenneen sees anaes sutewen euneeeennes ns gee arte nts. oe neneeeecensteers amese ees ee 


A bid deposit of _20%..percent of the tocal amount bid, Satin Som tone engense eanany quien, on engher’ es eutiied duh, 
_ hie tey Rerres mare ener cxale eaebipes Gn Unanee of de Usied Ente, must 
eccompany 

Property must be removed by rhe successful bidder within 19. pins Cae ies entenel ernd ein hea ett & de 


descrii or in an’ ition, time to be from che date of mailing or otherwise 
B10 OY 


In compliance with the above invitation, and subject to all che General Sale Terms and Conditions and any special conditions, the 
undersigned offers and agrees, if this bid be eccepted within... 5x... .calerflar days (60 calendar days if no period be specified by the bidder) after 
ae a ee 
Bid deposit in the amount of $ .... el 
‘BIDDER REPRESENTS: (Check se dai nd wm SS 
Caen @ That be C) sh nformaion sae oeumennn ee Goins Chae 0 fens employe) @ entee 
Biddor Ro rogonte we nh nary rsodod. ns an eT Pego 4 
MAME AND ADORESS OF 8! ODER (Sees end number. city end Seam) i oa ca AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS BID 


TrITLe2 


ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 
ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS NUMBERED 
Seo Attached List 


A EE 
TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 
Proporty Disposal Officor 


STANDARD FORM 114 CHARLES E. GOOLSDY, tijor, GL 


59322 O—55 14 
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- o-s-an ores eee oe es ee ee we ee oe ememeee 
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STA RD FOR ‘Pat Ge no te WTF act 
AUOUST 189 OO nenan vee apes, SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | (Di. (B)=09-00.=', = 
aasuaTion sas oeuanT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 5 INVITATIONNO | }=——- 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09m 0Z0=g= 55~ 11 
To BE SUPPLIED SY Bt ODER 
‘an DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY eeu mone er) price wip |_TOTAL PRICE 810 
aonbutsnots tesnplbbinhiese Stil nia — —_ | PER UT | _ O0:nans__| conte 
SPEC L.L CONDITIONS: 
due Tho biddor cortifios thatjho is not a officifRl or omployoe of 
tho Dopartadnt of tho «rmy, officof, onlistod rn, civplian orployou of jtho 































army Exchongo Yorvico, .irmy Exchankos, tho U.Sq .rny lption Pipturo Coryico, 


or oivilian comployoe of tho .rnuys 














hernloss 


rroos tO sa tho Govornm:on 
jucz pontd, 


ctions, dobte, liabilitics, 


Be Tho purchcsor or bidcdor a 
from ony and all claims, dorands, 


costs, and attornoys foos arising put of, clairjod omypcount of, or in yd 
rmannor predicated upon loss of or fismco to pr qporty’ o ond infjurios to jcr 
tho doath of any snd all porsons whatsoovor, in why x Opngs 05u od or = 
tributed to by purchasor or bidcor} thoir aconts>.. sort nbs, or] anployoog, 


y rosorvetidn ont vahch tho 
whilo gojng ito ony porting 
fron ané co ac 


* tho Fasult-f 

BloyvRR Is 

foe \¢ ; 
C. ..11 proporty not ronoved & hip yy. (1c) acys| fron t 
cward ‘rill bo subjoct to a storago "19 £800 (6 Gonorcl; Salo T 
Conditions, Condition 7, Pago 2 of Contfxst) oxida such phar-o 1 
prior to roncval of property, Stofare charse tHill be pomputec 


followings basis: 7 | 


whilo in, upon or sbout tho nilit 
or offcrod for salo is locatodg or 
ond to savo tho Govormmo:tt harnlos 
kind which Govormiont may suffor c 
purchasor's aronts, sorvants, or o 
rosorvations 


roperty gold 
fron tho es 
sos of a 


For oach of the Koay? Tiw (5) days ox fractipn thero 
Saturdays, Sundays, end i aha holifays, ono and throo-fourths 
por hundred (100) powrts tx, Sypoti thoroof, |For thoj sixth 
succooding day or frg-¢tion thoroof including dotur dys, Sund 
holidays thrao andyouoshc Jf} (3-1/2) conts por drod (100) P 
fraction thoroof¢(Exteaét fron Cohtral State Motor Frpicht 5 
Froicght Tarifi AS. ,g2cnh, Item 350{G), Page 5S}. Thorp will 
further corr? Zon fron tho Prohorty ors} Officpr prio 


f£, incluging 
1-3/4) odnts 


of stora;o chargdg*at tho abovo rates. Chorgog for itpms sto 
will bo roducod (50%) fifty por coht. 


De This property has boon scfooned againgt:the kham defpnso oh ge 
monts of the Fodoral Govormiont anf is surplus [to 211 Jmom roguironont 
of the Fodoral Govormunt, + 

Ee The biddor warrants that (it) has ro intorpst, dirpot or 3 
dircot in any othor bid subnitted rospod-:sc this finvitatipn. If i 
should bo determined thet the biddbr has such qn interpst, thoh his (itq) 
bid, tocseth¢r with such othcr bid pr bids shall bo re jpotod, 

l 


<i NAME OF BIDDER 
SEER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Se eeneimenetntinienmenstientiiament A emi ce > aquame «nx 


STANDARD FORM 1144 “PAGE NO.| CONTRACTI OS. 
AUBUST 1088 cman, rogee GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | | Di.( 8 )=09eC30= Bb 
PERSONAL pRopanty MANAGEMENT TION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 4 | INVITATION NO 


AEBULATION (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030=8=55~11 


‘TEM TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


DESCRIPTION A QUANTITY UNIT oy" ees 
NO. NO LOCATION OF PROPERTY Santerdahens R nace £210 Tora. eee 0 


eS Coane | canrs 
SPECL.L CONDITIONS: | * 


F, Tho Unitod Statos Cr Codo (18 US ares a orimdir 
offonso to wilfully mako falso stafomonts or nipropros antes to any 
adpartzont or agoncy of tho Unitod/Statos as to} cny maftor within its 
jurisdiction. 
} 
Ge Tho uso of ao bid bond in Jiou of a on isjnot authorizod, 


lig The “Siddor Roprosonte” pgrtion appoa ng ob tho facoj shoot of 
this invitation is deloted ond tho /following ro ior ities ang agr “no 
substituted thorofor: a, {3 MM ? 


Tho biddor (or contrector ropresopts foros eemennt te Space 

(1) That tho agcregato numbor of loyoos of 0 We: or and i 
is. 500 or noro, loss |*hon §Q0 (2), skpt : rs 
hag not, omployod or rotainod any omparyvee> pon othor thanja full % Tilo 
bona fido omployoc working sololy b2atcr (or opntractof)) to solicit 
or socure this contract and (3) Se 
or agréod to pay to any company or; 
omployoo working sololy for tho bi 
porcontaze or brokoragco foo, cont 
this contract, od aprocs to’ furni 
roquostod by tho contra oting: esti 

I. Tho Govormont Ese 
ond “hero is". 


Je Full 20% bia; opoagts "bs d on corroctj and acburato o 
will accompany yom Uéss thon] full 20% bid doposif will 


for rojoction of, 


K. This Sf oc shall bo subjoct to the phe 
Corrwendor or tho “ilesd of Tochnical|Sorvico hav juripdictionjand shal 
not be bindin; untiY so approvod, {In viowofthp foros cs bificors, sh 
allow twonty (20) to thirty (30) days for accopttanco o pn. bid por 
of faco shoot, Standard Form 114) r | \ 


a EO BEIT THE COOP. 
| NAME OF BIOCER 


ry Se 
SORES OR | 
<A epap rrencecrnnmraenaccreesnmcemnemmmmanmianenstanamattts 


BTANDARO FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1960 COITION 
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STANDARD FORM 1144 

AUGUST 1990 

PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES 40m. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 
REGULATION NO 3 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


‘TEM | | 


| DESCRIPTION ANDO LOCATION OF PROPERTY QUANTITY 


(Number of Unes) 


| SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 


Le Items purchased on this cpntract will 
contractor or his agent. Items repold by the 
by the original contractor, 


Mi. CASH will not be acceptab 
Deposits shall be made by certifie 


! 
i 
' 
| 
| 
j 
! 
postal or express money order, pa 


ble to the Jreasur 
ty specified in-$h 
y-five per dept’ (2 
(50%) of t 


N. Variations from the quant 
only in rare instances exceed twen 
any instance exceed fifty per cent 
indicated therein. 


cept raed op woe: 


i 


QO. The purchaser agrees to 
involving listed items. 


‘ 

P. Estimated weights, actual or ap eae ie, sh 
colum of ites 3 through 8, 10, IL, -16 throuc 4 

38, 39, 41, 45. 45 through 49, 51 #hrouth-Se, $6 thro 
not to bo utiiized by the bidder focpyting dr arri 
price bid, as the quantity and uni “of- nee sh 


Qe The successful bidden of fitem No. 36 qgrees 
Governnent of all rosponsihelity pprtaining to jappli 
governing renovation nao Of bedding anc irelate 
‘sy # | 

NOTE: Di degre ith 2, not respond to Invitat 

thom within threo (%)/condpputivo alos will hdqve the 

withdram fron tha, rad Ling ; dist unless thoy spdqeifica 
nares be a z | 
| 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


NAME OF BIODER 
®ACH SH®TT OF BID 
Mera 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 


ing at 


PROPERTY 


PAGE NO | CONTRACT NO 


DA(s)=08-080-$e 


INVITATION NO 
09-03 O«s=55=11 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


price eo! TOTAL PRICE 810 


PER UNIT |" couaRs | CENTS 


invitation. 

c draft, | 
of the/ United States, 
invitation will, 
t in 
ities 


shipments 


eescription 


20, 24, 29, 32 thru 34, 


h 58, and 65 gre 
e total 

as "1 lot", 
the 
laws, 


relic 
le sta 
material. 


n to Did railed fo 
names Putonaticglly 
y requqst that their 
' 


| 
| 
| 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


—_— LE NE en Se 
———- ee 


STANDARD FORM 114A SALE OF oo NO | CONTRACT NO 
AUG«" GOVERNMENT PROPE! a 
PRESCHIGEO BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. ve nt aty } DA ( s )-O09-030—( + 


PERSONAL PROPER TY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE ! 6 


ee 


INVITATION NO 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030=s-55=11 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | SUANTITY | wnesy wal» yr eeeeaelee 
} nas - - 


The Following Items are Located in| arehouse # ee 


63=C=NS 

COiPRESSOR, Air, Quincy liodel, 
Used (D) (Eng) 

(Este Acquisition Cest $200.00) 


66=S=NS 

STACIGR, 500 Lb. Capacity, 
Electric w/notor (Q:)Used (D) 
(Est. Aoquisition Cost $710.00) 


46 

TOOLS, New (..) Consisting of: 
Handle, Timber Carrier, Fumels; 
Go:gles, Sandpaper, eto.(1591 Lb) ( 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 Lb) 


46 

TOOLS, Used (D) Consisting of: 
Shovels, ix, Homer y Paint Pot, 
Gages, Pliers, ‘renches, Scret 
drivers, eto. (5790 1bs / (Ord) 
(Acquisition Cost 3.50 1b) 


53=0=NS ry 
OFFICE SUPPLIES, New wh 
Censisting of: (Qi) “S wt 
Paper Printing, Bool Sx. Tee: 
Duplicating» etce ef ‘ 
(Acquisition Cost a0, 1} 
53—O—1S /, iy 
OZFICE SUPPLII he ( (:.)(2799 Lbs 
Consisting of: uh) 

Tape, ‘later Resisthat 
(Koquisition Cost 350 1b) 


3=0—NS 

OP ICE SUPPLIZS, Consisting of :(@J) Lot 
Adhesive, Detesiorated = 2440 lbs 

(Aoquisition Cost $50 1b) 


NOTE: All quantities and woights}/incicated on above 
approximato enly. 


aim CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


NAME OF BIDDER 
2ACH OF BD 
SHOULD NAME 
OF BIDDER 


S-/.™3ARD FORM 114A 
AUS JST 1950 EDITION 





202 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


a 


PAGE NO] CONTRACT NO 
SUGUBT ISO none nen ce aogs, SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di (s)~09-050=07% 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO. 
a (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030~g~55—=11 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
QUANTITY pS <phase 

price ein |_TOTAL PRICE BID 

PER UNIT | DOU.ARs || CENTS 


iTEM 


NO DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY 


The Follovrinc Items are Located inffarehouse :' 


53-0=NS 

OFFICE SUPPLIES, Used (D)(4782 Lhs 
Consisting of: (Q!) 

Tray, Wire, Ruler, Card File, Ink 
Stenoil, Cement 'iaterproof, eto. 
(oquisition Cost 7.50 1b) 


69=C=NS 

CiRT, Stock Pulling, Used (D) (qi) 
z/shelves 

(oquisition Cost $18.00) 


129 
‘BURLAP, (1221 lbs) (Qi) 
Used (D) 

(oquisition Cost 3.80 1b) 


116 

G.RDPO..RD, Sheets & Boxes, 
(3318 1lbs)(@:) Used (D) 
(.equisition Cost .50 1b) 


20=i: AUS 


3 oe.” 
vf . 
id ‘ 


654IL. ‘ e ‘ | 
OV2I, Sebi. Used wh Ipconplete (QI: 
| 


ao” 
iene 
. 


(oquisition Cos¥’% eer” 


as 
/. / 
52="-NS Si 
“ak, Floor, ‘ew tS. (a :) 
Approxiuately. 55 GMions 
(.cguisition Cost /19,25) 


BCOTS & SUOZS, Used (D) (Q1) 


| 
j 
134 | 
(8060 lbs) | 


(Acquisition Cost 31,00 1b) 
NOTE: All quantitics and woights| inditated om abovo plistod j 
approxiriate only. 


CAUTION. INSPECT THE PROPE®TY 


———— ee ee ee 
NAME OF BIDDER 
BACH SHEET OF BID 
SHOULD SHOW NAME 
OF BIDDER 
eee See 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUG UST 1950 EDITION 
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STANOARO FORM 114A PAGE NO| CONTRACT NO 

SCMIOEO BY GENERAL SERVICES AOM. OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA(s )=09-030=(}'= ‘ 
PERSONAL pHOPERT Y MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE eR ATION? ti uae 
(CONTINUATION SH&ET) 09=030-s-55-11 


Tos BE SUPPLIED BY s'0 ooER 


‘(TEM QUANTITY : 
NO. DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY price a a To FAL PRICE NCE BID 


PER UNIT CoULARe | CanTs 


The Follotrin: Items are Loonted injlarehouse 4 


132 

LEATEER, Now Latorial 

Consisting of Carrier for Gas 
Insk Canister, (5,879 Lbs) (Chemica 
Property) 

(Acquisition Cost $1.00 1b) 


132 

LEATIGR, Cemsisting oft 
Nolster, Pistol, Gloves, eto. 
Used (pS (904 lbs) (Qt!) 
(Acquisition Cost 1.00 1b) 


56 

RAINCOATS & RUCBERIZED CLOTIIING, 
Used (D) (343 lbs) (Q!) 
(Aoquisition Cost 21.00 1b) 


52 ‘ 
BOOTS, Overshoes, (Rubber ) Used(D)4. C4 4 i} 
«92 Lbs) (Q!) ae 
(Acquisition Cost 91,00 1b) > 
108 YY ry 
STRING, !ixed, Used (D) 66 tay 
Consisting of: (Ing) Né 
Net Canouflage Rope, , SD 
(Acquisition Cost ‘ ab wh 
54—S-=18 2° Meets 
STAND, Straddl JAI ed O) 
Incomplete (2 BOY, ed) 

(Aoquisition CosDeS5. 00 ea) 


66=Si=NS 


NOTEs All quentitios and woights 


| 
| | 
| 
{ 
SUEEPER, Floor, Gas Engine Driven, E 
(Bishire Ikke, Used (D) Incomplote 
(QI) 
(Aequisition Cost $375,00) 
ndicated on jabove lfistod i 
approxincte only. 


oF NAME OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 1144 PAGE NO] CONTRACT NO 


enaecrinen BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM SCS | Di.(s)=09-00-Gim _ 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT “INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE lINVITATION NO 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030=s-55=11 
| TO BE SUPPLIED 8Y BIDDER 
| OESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY | TOTAL price aio 
ee Nat _ OER UNtT | _OOLLARS |cenre 


Tho Following Items are Locoted in{ii a edt 


63=JJeIS 

OLER, Tater, Eleotric, Used (D)( 
Incomplete, "Sunroo" 
(Aequisition Cost {150,00) 


67 

BIGS, Convas, Field. 136, New (A) 
(1806 lbs) (Q°) 

(Aoquisition Cost 50 1b) 


66=TASNS 

AANK, Eleotric, Used (D) Incomplet 
(2 Ea) (Ord) 

(Total Acquisition Cost {360,00) 


41-ST=I'S 
STOVE, Field, Used (D) Incomplete 
(3 Bo) (Qi!) 

(Total Aoquisition Cost 180,00) 


DeWS 
BOILER, Vater, Used (D) ons 
(Eng) 
(Aoquisition Cost 3260, 00) “% , . a 
s cf tf 
66=] NS ¢ 
NACMINE, Stitcher, "helTare%>- 
‘lectric Driven u/nofgr, Ysea tp) 
Incomplete (q:) $ fe 
(oquisition Cosy, 260so0)- 


A2—NaNS KK CP 
EALS, For Dox txsppinc, Now 
1) (2488 lbs) 7430 Sizes 

tS Total A oquisition Cost: 3746.40) 


Sis | 
| 


KCHING, Pipe, Cuttiag, Used (D) 
Incomplete (Ing) _ 
(Acquisition Cost 75.00) 


NOTE: All quantitics and weights lindicated on]a isted ifenms are 
approxinato only. | 


© «NDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 114A PAGE NO iO | CONTRACT NO 
AUGUS’ i ottas deine SALE OF GOVERNIAENT PROPERTY { 


AL. SERV Di { sg )-09- -OS0-Gi- 
PROPERTY MANAGEMENT OM INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE ION 
a (CONTINUATION SHEET) | 10 "NOL 080ce bee 11 


equnect TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 

DESCRIPTION AN - VANTITY _. AA Gee oe —eee 

OD LOCATION OF PROPERTY Ovumber of Unis) Paice GID Tora. pmce e190 
POR Un | conse | cars 


BE immo Tho Following Itons aro Located in 


“wee ce 
lh, 


} 
66='P=1i5 
™, Throading, Pipo, Used (D) | 
fnoorploto (Eng) 
(quisition Cost 3160.00) 


i 
124 

LG, Cloth, !hiling, (@:)(966 Ibs) | 
Now (4) (15,000 Za } 
(Acquisition Cost }.i0 Ib) 


117 

PLASTIC, Used (D) (1224 ibs) 
(ora) 

(equisition Cost $.50 1b) 


37-L-NS 

LCE, Shoo, Now (A) (QI!) 
Approximately 86,760 pr. 
ipproximatoly 3,675 lbs. 
(Acquisition Cost ?.50 1b) 


26=CU=NS 

LIRS, Iso, ‘ood or sbtal,-- mein, 
Usod (D) (@:)(78 Ba) ff : 
(Acquisition Cost 33,00 ro 


RESS, Cotton, cab “(oD 
rtifiocto )(Q1)( 
(Total ioquisityga i vis. 40) 


NOTS: Purchaser naa to comply 
with all State « Fodoral laws 
governing tho resale of this iton. 


| 
| 

| 

} 

} 

| 

| 

| 

ToLrllS roan | 
| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

j 


Purchaser's Signaturo 


NOTE: All quantaties and weights jndicatod on 
approxinato only. 


t INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


$a + 
= NAME OF BIDOEF 
‘se : 
casual siiihtaaammaiadh iciaasilleatinialinii 


STAN TARD FORM 114A 
AUG wST 1980 EDITION 
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mere PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO. 
SESE ov emenoa earrrces aoe. SE OF CONEROMDE MOPEETY Dis( a )=09- 050-5 
PERSONAL PuOPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE ea — 


REGULATION NO 8 








(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030=s=55~11 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
a 
TOTAL. PRICE G:0 








PRICE BIO 































PER UNIT CoLeRS | cents 
376 7=D=NS 
pMDS, Usod (D)(10 Ea) (qi) 1 
(Total fcquisition Cost $100400) 
38, | 25 
KITCHEN SUPPLIES, Usod (D) (qq) z 
Copsisting of: 
tatnor insulctod, Spoons, Knivoq, 
Cups, Coffce Grindor, otc. (685 1bq) 
(oquisition Cost 3.50 1b) 
39, 13 
“.PLES for box Strepping, Now (1) 1 i 
43/8" x 3/8" and 1/4" x 3/4" (Appro cs 
| 400 bs) (Eng) a 
| (Total Acquisition Cast 335,00) foes 
* Woe > 
40, | 31-1-NS ae XE 
LANTERN, Kerosene, Used (D) (11 Bay’. ov 
(2) ry) 
(Acquisition Cost 31.25 o2) mg 
4le 114 
PAPER, Idxed, Consisting of, Toy 'go 1 
Caliber 22 = 30, 1000 ings’ 16 ot 
cnd foil linod bags. (1, Qv4bs ) (Opa) 
(Aoquisi tion Cost See" tbls. ‘) 
\ “S 
: : ; > 
S2_ | 126 : 
Dp 1dses Usos? Ro} Neca" S) (Qi) 1 
; Cons eae of: 
| Lockors, Dox, 1G Any Gogo lap, 
otc, 
(..oquisition Cost 8,00 oa) 
43 28=C=IS 
CARDS, I.Bell, Now (4)(Q:)(6705 Ibs 1 Lot 
(Acquisition Cost %,15 1b) 
| 
al T3<IieNS 
“Ti IELI@2, Sun, Used (D)(200 E){qr} 1 Lot 
(Total Acquisition Cost $460,00) 
\worBs All quentitios and woights im#dicated on above lig§ted itoms aro | 
_.. Opproxduaabenathhitect THs peorerry ss panemmeanatienes 


————————— 
NAME OF BIDOL:? 
&* “| SHEET OF 
5 A aioe 
=} poe. 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1980 EDI TION 
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iain 
PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 

Rucosr ese one N44" SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di (8 -09~030-Ghi= 

MIRED OY CONGR AL SERVICES ADM. Wit ATION BID. AND ACCFOT a 

PERSONAL RH PERTY MAN. ACCFPTANCE INVITATION NO 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09—030=g= 55-11 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


OESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | @UANTITY TOTAL PRICE BID 


sarsar | 


Tho Follorin= Itoms aro Located inji/archouso 33 


50 

£UTO PARTS, Now (A) (1348 1bs)(Ord 
& Sig) Consisting of: 

Canshaft, Filters, Ignition Soalor 
Pump, fucl, Purp Oil, Sloovos ato] 
(oquisition Cost $.50 1b) 


22 

FLASILIGIT PiRTS (Flashlights 
Insomploto )Usod (D) {219 Lb) (Sig) 
(Acquisition Cost 3.50 1b) | 


&5-- -FaNS 

PTINGS, Now (A) Consisting of: 
414,550 1bs)(Eng) Bolts, nuts, 
scrows, wWiro, tying bag, cto. 
(Acquisition Cost 3.75 1b) 


18-P-NS 

PLOTOGRIPHIC SUPPLIES, Vow (..) 
Lb) Consisting of Dovolopor.e 

(Acquisition Cost $1.00 1b) 


23 
MOPPER, Coffec, Used (D) 
uy (70 Lb) 


2<PeNS 

MP, Usod (D) weirs oe 
ectric Drivory‘f2 Ps) 
(<.oquisition eificsae sy 


41 

STOVE PARTS, Usod meebtiao bs)(g 
Consisting oft 

Stovo Inorsion, Plastic, Firo Driok, 
Gas Unit, Btce 

(Acquisition Cost v.50 Ib) 


NOTH: All quantitios and woights |indicatod ‘on avovo 
approximate only. 


——_1___ CAUTION: INSPECT THE P 
NAME OF BIDDER 
re ° 
SUS aie AME 
AR 


sta: ‘PAROS ome 18 114A 
AUGUST 1980 BDI 
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STANDARD FORM 1144 AGE NO | CONTRACT NO 
avaus usT seal’ SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA(s )=09=030=(hi= 
rane Sa ee aes - ety MaNagement ~~ INVITATION, Bip, AND ACCEPTANCE 13 INVITATION NO. 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 









QUANTITY 

































NE. | DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY TOTAL PRICE BID 
T |" Sousane | conve 
52, 26 
Li.GS, Homp, Usod (D) (Q!)(1579 6a) 
(2568 1b) 
(Total Aoquisitign Gost $236.85) 
53—¢ | 46 


TOOLS, Corisisting off Now. (4) 

35 lbs) (Eng) 

Drivof, Sioux = 3 Ea, 

Drjll, Scrowdrivor Thor - 5 Ede 
(Total Acquisition Cost 357,00) 





46 
TOOLS, Usod (D) Consisting pfs 
(140 Ibs) (Eng) 

Drill, Elobtric, Dlack Docknor-2 I 
ijl, Elobtrjc, Sioux -.1 Ena, 
Drill, Eleétric, UnitodStates - 1 

Harmer, Impact 

Mastor Povor = 1 En, 

Grindor, Tool = 1 Ba, 

(Total Aequisition Cost ated 


5<o 








4 hal S 4 +e _ 
LNDER, "Skilsaw", Usod kos 
(45 Lbs) (Eng) 

(Total: Acquisition * conte ta0s09) 





46 : ‘ : ' 
DRILL, Chicago mapa “algo ¢D) 1 
7X30 Lb) (Eng 

(Acquisition fos.) 


5B. 





“as 






6g’ NS 

MILL, Scrowdriver, New (A) "Thor" 1 
(6 Lb) (Eng) 

(Lequisition Cost 340,00) 









ILL, Scrowdrivor, Now (A) ""hor't 1 
(6.Lb) (Eng) 

(equisition Cost $40.00) 

‘NOTE: All quontitios and woights] indicated o 


— ee 


NAME OF BIDLER 
Im rT.of Bip 
SE - 









STANDARD co 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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Vemument wecoury Poet CONTRACT NO 
STANDARD FORM 14a PAGE NO| CONTRACT NO 


INVITATION NO. 
09-030—s-55~11 


Sis, Dlack & Decknor, Used (D) ( 
(Aoquisition Cost $90.00) 


SNS 
SAl\;, Von Dorn,: Usod (D)’ (Eng) 
(Aoquisition Cost $90.00) 


40=S=NS 
SAT, Black Docknor, Usod (D) (Rng) 
(Acquisition Cost $90,00) 


40=S-NS* 
"3 Skileow - 2 Ea (Bng)Usod (D) 


(Total*Acquisitién Cost 9257 .00) 
Ar . 
17=G-NB th 
CITRIC, Powor Unit PEEK Y Ba 
Sig) Used (c) moe 4 
Total Loquisition Coie“ $8 300200) 
*Locat4 on. = Opposite! Phs0s 306—b 1 * 


25-R=NS 
ROUGE,’ Don Jung{/ipprox, 7 Lbs 
Now (2) 7 

(Tutal Aoquisitic Seost 22 9,12) 
*Locaticn = Thse.s Dee 


NOTE: All quantitios and woights| indicatod or abovo 
vapproxinate only. 


oe CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTM 
‘NAME OF BIDDER 
(OS Ph Ae | 


co” ONDARO FORM 114A 
\ S@UST 1980 EDITION 
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AGE NO | CONTRACT NO. 








STANDARD FIRM 1144 SALE 
PRESCRIOEO BY GENERAL . SERVICES AOM. OF GOVERUAENT PROPERTY Di. (3 )-O09-030—G] l= 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 15 INVITATION NO 
- (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=0308s-55-11 
TO BE SUPPLICO BY BIDDER 
Te. | DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY Sears, Wecumel mca wio| TOTAL PRICE S10 
settles oh entiitined tai PER UNIT COMLARS | cents 
Tho Following Itoms aro Locatod opposito ‘Varchquso TB0b Ds 
666 78=T=NS 
TRAILER, Soarchlight, iN Type : Bae 
4 thool, ‘1, Used (D) (Enz 
(equisition Cost 3100500) 
676 182 
PALLETS, \iood, Usod (D) lsc. Sisop 1 Lot 
s.ppr OXe 300 Eache a 
(Total Jcquisition Cost 31800,00) J} | 
| 
NOTEs i da ifters arc | 
approxi -": a igo i 
NOTES: TI FOLLO..ING DIFORML.TION *¢ I a : wire RIDDEN: 
a LTION: THE PROPERTY 
‘peepee 
4S -e* AR, 
oF 


e 


ci 
_ | 


-ARD FORM 114A 





a wat 1980 COITION 





i. Di-., St BBVUee s 


laZl[unBdiM E 8B 


Fe | UF G8 | isk | 


e 


| 


pe 


: 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 211 


STANDARD FORM 114 CONTRACT NO. 

vous’ GOVERNMENT 030-77... 

SeESCMUED BY GENERAL sanvices som. “LE OF PROPERTY DA(s)- - 09--050-E 

necuLATION Rona Seeman INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE lTNVI TATION NO. 

_09-050=s-5 5-13 

ig6UE0 BY DATE OF INVITATION 

Salvas Salvage Drench » itLente. Gonoral Dopot, U.S. & ___| 8 Novomber 1954 

aconass PAGE NO. NUMCER OF PAGES 

Atlanta, Goorgia s 10 
INVITATION cco! SS 


Sealed bids, in. One. Copy. Only __.... subject so the General Sale Terns an! Conditivas on the reve-se hereof, and any special 
conditions, sez forth herein, will be received st ._Salvaco Dronchs Ibso. 305-2, .tlonts Gonersl Derct 
uneil..1330o0'clock.P.. m., ......23 Nowmnbor... wwe 19.54, for purchase and removal of Governmenzowned -roperty listed 
trteeeton con-inustion shevs nurabered pages tthenm-6-thru 10, 0 
PLACE WHERE SIOS WILL BZ PUBLICLY OPENED TiME jor +E OF BID OPENING 
Sclvago Drench, Whso. 505-B, Aticnta Gon Pepets US A 1:30 F423 Nover:bor 54_ 
NAME dooce 


CHARLZS 2. GOOLSLY, Major, ars se x Disposal Officor _ 
TO BE SUPP: Pi. Pi.1EO BY BIODE BY ¥ GIODERP 
QUANTITY UNIT OF 
ITemM NO.) DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY PRICE B10 ) “TOTALS PR: sae RICE CID 


(Nwmber of Unies) ro PER UNIT 


—_ 


—_—— -| — ——_— —______. eos cm COLLARS Temers 


Special Conditions "A" through "N"} inolusivo (Haves 3.) 4, eae ‘yy aro 
adcod to subjoot invitation and mole a part th ook, C- _ 


Le . 


i. L---5 
oo 

' 

' 

| 

{ 


Tin geenute dnetiind tanta dup bo Gunnend tenmen te ted dl 220 A:l.12230Plind 1330. to 3s 30 Phi. .ca 
Jloncays thru Fridays, oxcluins bolidoys, 9 thru 22 Novorhor 19.54. by consncting 
a ante 


A bic deposit of 20% ‘genunel de wnl anaien V6. in che form of posal or express 007 on calidafow: ented check, 
or such othe: facm of security as may be accepmble to the contracting officer, es ee le 


ee vdiionl he cusoenchel Uther wttitn 10. autendan Cain then cate of emanh, waien others epesifel ie den 
description or ta any spevial time to be computed from the ee 
BID DATE OF BID 
In compliance with the above invitacion, and subject to all the Gener2! Sale Terms and Conditions 2nd any special conditions, the 
undersigned offers and agrees, if this bid be accepred within. XXX calendar days (60 calendar days if no pericd be specified by the bidder) afcer 
date cf the opening, to purchase sny or all of the items dexcribed herein upon which prices are quoced, at the price set opposite each irem. 
SS ae itthagplinirmations ....is enclosed. 


‘BIDDER REPRESENTS. Sy er at eg 
CC. tess than S00. @) Thes be Ci) Oe ee ae (other than 2 full-time en.ployee) to solicit 
OF secure this contract, and agress t furnish therero as requested by the contracting <ficer. 


¢ s c A » tton — 4 
NAME AND ADUREES OF BIDDER (orca and monber . ory and Seme) | SIGNATURE OF PERSON AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS BO 


Tite 


ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES CF AMERICA DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 
ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS NUMBERED 
Sec attached List 
TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER TSIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 
Pronorty Disposal Officer 
STANDARD FORM 316 CHARLES EB. GOOLS-Y, 


we WV 


:ajor, Qic 
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STANDARD FORM 1144 2 AGE NO./ CONTRACT NO 
AUGUST 1950 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | Bils)-09-050--4; - 
BR. 2 


PRESCRIBED OY GENERSL SKAVIC: ; 2~050- 
PERSONAL PHOPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | INVITATION — . 


RZG ULATION NC 
ULaTe 3 (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09~030+s-55-12 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
UNIT OF  w- wmmanth iat” 


'TEM | DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY _ TOTAL PRICE GID 


NO. (Pdumber of U.uts) EASU RE] PRICE PID 


ie The salo of surplus porsompl proporty tio offic 
and onlisted porsonnol of the armed Forces on adqti i ian ompl 
of tho nilitary dopartronts to inolldo tho Dopastr Dofongo, and th 
in cciate familios, dependents, or pgonts, oxco solos gro mado a 
rotail to the general public on a fiixed prico 


mans 


| OER UNNT _ ELLARS CENTS 
SPZCL.\L CONDITIONS: ! ae. 
| 


Be. The purchasocr or biddor agrocs to savo jth rnmont tharnloss 
from any and all clains, domands, seepen is, dobtg, lish itics, jjucg sronts} 
costs, and attorncys foos arisirnz out of, claingd ae count off, or in any 

| manner predicatod upon loss of or dimago to propor yy oyg injurics tc pr 
the dosth of any and all porsons itsoever, in} ony fingy’ caused or cop- 
tributed to by purchaser or bidcor,| thoir agont$, sdrvaf crmploycos 
while in, upon or about tho nilitc rosorvafio on we roperty spld 

j or offored for sale is locatedg or while goind: oO or & arting jfrom the gamc; 

} and to savo the Govornnmert harnless! fron Ane ohfactsund of acailgee of an 

| kind which Govornnent may suffor as the rosills - {tho dets of qny of tho 

| purchdsor* 8 agonts, servants, or pployoo’ YA/OP" a seid nijitary 


rosorvation, fa 


-7, 
ea 


“en 


C, 411 property not ronoy “od ¥ Vidi oh (i avs |fron thq date of 
award will bo subject to a storaze chirped: ae Sale Toyms and 
Conditions, Condition 7, Pago 2 of Contract) « rece WHll be pai 
prior to romoval of proporty-- +Stor.go chargo 1 om on tho 
following basis: Sf a i 


For each of ne a (5) days or idn therodf, including 


Saturdays, nage. and. -Jipe shp lid PYS» ono and -3/4) conts 
per hundred (100) poynts of, treetidn theroof. Fr i y and onc 
succooding day or fydction Ahoroofy including Séturcay: 8S, and logal 
holidays three enh onewhaye (3-1/2) conts per hencrod mcs or 
fraction thoreo ‘( tract fron Corftral Stato liptor Frdi; lugeau, lMoto 
Froight Tariff *% 4-ii, Itom 350(G), Pago 58)} Thord will bq no 
furthor adden fron tho Proporty Disposa} Officqr prior jto boginnf: 
of storage charges bs the abovo ratos. Chargosjfor itdns a outdoor 


will bo reduced (50%) fifty por conte 
| 
De Tho uso of a bid bond in liou of a dccptsit is jnot authorized, 


Ee Tho “Bidder Ropresonts” partion appearing on c face |shoct of 
this invitation is doletod cond tho following roprosontjtion 7 agroomon 


substituted thorefor: (Cont'd on Page 4) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY | 
NAME OF BIDDER 
SHOULD SHOW N. 
OF BILDER 


STANDARD ome 3° 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDIT 
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STANDARD FOFM 114A AGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 


PREScR J6D OY ota SERVICES ADM SALE GE QOVERRIDS NED D..(s)+4 De am © 
PERSONAL PROPER Y MANAGEMENT “ INVITATION, BID, AND 4,CCEPTANCE 4 aera s ease a = 


09~050-s-55~13 
TO BE SUPPI.1ED BY BIDDER 


‘TEM | QUANTITY UNIT OF 
NO. DESCR:PTION AND LOCATION OF PROPER 4 (Number of Unas) MEASURE Price eo |_t? TOTAL PRICE eID 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


PER UNIT . OMLARS | cents 


SPZCL.L CONDITIONS: j 
Tho biddor (or contractor} ropresonts 

(1) That the aggrognto number of orployoos of t 
is 500 or noro, logs than 500 ( 
hns not, omplcyod or rotained any dompany or pe Qhenja full tifo 
bone fice o:ployeo working sololy flor the biddo traotow)) to solicit 
or soouro this contract and (3) thet ho 1 has jnot paid pr 

| ngreod to pay to any company or pomson othor thén a tino Yona fico | 
omplcyoe working solcly for tho biddor (or contpactgr?] any fed, conmissfion, 
percentage or brokoraco foo, contingent upon or st £ from |the award! of 
this contrceet, and agrocs to furnidh infornatio “6 ot ngy thor to as 
roquested by tho contracting officdr. Bt, F 


Check gppropridto Sp-oec) 
o bidedr anc its affilictos 
has, 


7 
F, The Govormicnt will not 14 d any — PrQporty sqlc "as is!’ 
and “"whero is", } of 
| 7. 
Ge Full 207% bid doposits basdd on daergaelsx: ~equrate oftonsi ns pill 
accompany the bic, Loss than full 208, Pia Aer pit wil] bo —- for 
rojection of bids ey 


H. This contract shall be wedi td tho vritton 
Corriandor or the Hond of Tochnical Mormfet ho 
not be bincing until so approved, [In viow of 
allow twonty (20) to thirty 38) 4 dys for accop 
of face shoot, Stancard Fors YA, a 

SS i 

I, Itors tints el edntract will po oro IBY to tho 
contractor or his oa gonibs ~ Doom rogeld by tho cpntracte@r : » roncved 
by tho origincl conte dctor.s | - 

eet! 

Je CASH wind’ not" ee Z0c0- tabjjc as 20% bid! me osit on thig invitctipn, 
Deposits shall meio by cortifiod chock, ccashfor's oljock, batk craft, 
postal or oxprdé mgonoy orcer,s payqple to tho Troeastrog of tho |Unitod St tose 

NS 

K. Varictions fron the quantity spocificdjin the jinvita qo will, 
only in raro instancos oxcood twonty-fivo por cont (25%) and ngt in 
any instance oxcood fifty por cont ;(50%) of tho} ostimatod ean 
indicated thcoroin, 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPEXTY 
NAME OF BIODER 


STANDARD FORM I14A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 


59322 O—55——-15 
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PAGE NO.) CONTRACT NO 
STANOAFD FORM 114A 
suas? tas SALE OF GOVERNMENT pROPERtY | | D’.(s)-.09..030=9 ~ 
PRESS IIBED OY CFNERAL SERVICES AOM - ‘ 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MA&NAGEMEN “IN VITA TICH A, BID, AMD 4 TAY INvitarionso.,.!U!}T™F” 
BEASONAL PROMER ‘ J SCCEPTAINCE 5 [INviTArION “io 
uLA (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09».030--8 «55-13 
——— S eneeiiremetl i ee 
T TO BF SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
OESCR!PTICN AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY QUANTITY | UNIT OF TOTAL PRICE BID 


(Number of Unas) ASURE! Price B10] ES ES-ES GaN 
PER UNIT | coLaes 


TEM 
RO 


{ 
The yurchtsor agrocs to acbopt t railroad woigh 
listoc itcmse 


3 


lie sti:atoc woishts and nun bbr of units, Jactual jor az, salt s? 
2 tho description column of listed itoi.s aro ndt to ° utilizq? by tho 


sl© 


bicfer in computing or crriving ct khe total prfcc bic,] as the jquantity 


; 7 : 
na unit of noasure is sham «as "1 flot". | 


nm 
oO 
$3 
oO 


NW. This sclo is neco uncer tho Exchrrgoe Prov 6h 
Public Lew 1525 81st Conrcross.e | i / ¢ é 
: in ‘ 

NOTE: Didcors: who do not rosp< ond to Thvit? « Did maile?2 
then within throe (3) consecutive dalos will, haze thog: 8 guton tion}ly 
witherawn fron the nailins list unlpss thoy rth roquc t thet » ir 

ies bo retcinod. grn~. pe : 
-~ ~ = 
Ry ib 


’ 


a 


ct 


\ 


/ 
Ys 
4 


I 
! 
| 
{ 
| 
| 
{ 
} 
! 
! 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


STANDARD FORM '144 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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TANDARD FORM 114A jPAGE NO | CONTRACT NO 
suauer soso GY GENERAL SERVICES Apt. SALE OF GOVE ENT PROPERTY DA( 8 )--1)9~C352 -G > 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 6 [inwitarion — ee ceieine 


REGULATION WO. 3 
(CONTINUATION SHECT) 09-030-s-55-:13 


TO GE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
QUANTITY —_—— -—— — 
(Nusnber of Unas) price rio |_ TOT*t PRICE BID 

| PER UNIT | Gone 


=f 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY 


cases 


The Following Items are Located in!/Salvaze ate 
152-1. =BeNS | 


| 
DICYCLES, Used (D)(5 Ea) 
(Acquisition Cost $354.17 ea) 

| 


1.52.4),~B-NS 
BICYCLES, Used (D)(183 Ea) 
(Acquisition Cost 354.17 ea) 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Truck 
Franes, Used (C)(Approxe 30 Ea.) 
(Approx. 60,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $,50 1b) 


152- 50 

AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Dodge 
Truck Bodies (Approx. 20 Ea.) 
Used (C) (Approxe 20,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $,50 1b) 


162~50 
AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Cargo 
Truck Bodies, Used (C) ee 


16 Ea)(Approx. 32,000 lbs),’/ 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 lw) 
/ 

152-50 irom, Ne) 
AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Opr & 
Truck Springs, Used bo). (Aprox. 
100,000 Jbs a Sea 
(Acquisition Coft’ $4.50 1b) 

. % ad 

<< 
152-50 Ss, 
AUTO PARTS, Consistiag of Wreckor 
Frames & Winches, Domb Service Typ 
Used (C)(Approxe 12,500 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 1b) 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Yrecker 
Frames & Winches, Domb Service Typ 
Used (C) (Approx. 150,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 1b) 


1ON: INSPECT THE PROPERTY penne 


separ | NAME OF BIDDER — 


STANCARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 114A . PAGE NO eats Gers 
PaescnibaD OY GENERAL SERVICES AD SALE OF mw YJ aty DA( Ss ) 09-- 050 O- “Qi - 
A. 
PE ISONAL PROJERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND AGCEPTANCE 1 aeaeT Taree eb, a 
RE ZULATION NO a 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


ints emcee i aia ii 09-030-s-55~13 
TO GE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


i 
'vEM v QUANTITY UNIT OF; 
SESCRIPTION AN T F PROPERT TAL © 
NO € ON AND LOCATION OF PROPER 1 ow Unas) ASURE] Price B10 |_ TOTAL PRICE BID 


ite : ' ; | PER UNIT | coLtars | cents 


152-50 
AUTO PARTS, Consisting of Wrecker | 
Boon & Winches, Swing Typo, Used(C)} 
Approx. 75,000. ibs) I 
Keg quisition Cost $.50 1b) 


AUTO PARTS, Consisting of axels, 
front & rear, Used (D) (Approx. 
100,000 1bs) 

(Acquisition Cost 3.50 1b) 


' 
{ 
{ 
| 
{ 
\ 
| 
| 
| 
nen | 
152-50 j 
.UTO PARTS, Consisting of .lisc,. z 
Sar & Truck Wheels, Used (C)(Appr 
220,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $250 1b) | 
| 
152=5¢ 4 
AUTO Pi \RTS, Consisting of Pioncor 
Racks, Used (C) (Apprett. 50,000 lbs!) 
(Acquisition Cost 50 1b) 


2-50 
AUTO PARTS, Consisting of, ogi 


quisition Cost sy 1») / 
s 7 — o 
152=55 ff» 
UDES, Misc. ode Pruck, Usod (D) 
Kap: mroxe 160,000 lé) 
(Acquisition Cost $380 1b) 


Se - ten 
TO PARTS, Shop «accumulation, 
ieee (c ) (Approxe 150,000 lbs ) 
(Acquisition Cost $,50 1b) 


4 
a 


“y 
Engines, Dodgoy Ford, oor On lon: 
proxe "75,090 ahah re a. 
7 
| 
| 


16, | 152-50 
AUTO PARTS, Misc. Goars, ctc, Used(f) 
(Approxe 150,000 lbs) 


Gooquigibiem Rant yap | 


NAME OF BIDDER 
BACH SHEET OF BID 
SHOULD SHOW NAME 
OF BIDDER 
———$—$$ 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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—- 
SrenGAn® FORM 114A 
paeccnieaD BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. 


PERSONAL hon’. MANAGEMENT 
REGULATION NO. 3 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


‘TEM 


No. | CESCRIPTIONANDLOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY 


Tho Following Items are Located in Salvage Mota] Yard: 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, Misc, Usod (C) 
(Approx, 125,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost ~.50 1b) 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, Ilisc. Used 
(Approxe 75,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost 50 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, liisce Used 
(Approxe 75,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost /,50 


152-50 

AUTO PARTS, lLiisc. Usod 
(Approxe 100,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 


152-50 

AUTO’ PARTS, Liisc, Used ( 
(Approx. 150,000 lbs) ots 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 1b)” 
152-50 a 
4UTO PARTS, Consisting”, 

& eabinuts, Used (erp 
(ippr oxe 4,000 lbs, * 


(Acquisition Cosy. saaEy” 


52-46 KY ji? 
bce, Sho P Typoswfastors, Jaoks 5 
Ete, Usod (C) (Apprda. 4,000 ibs) 


(Acquisition Cost ¥.50 1b) 


152-52=P-"S 

ZIT, OD, 5 Gallon Ca 

C) (Approxe 12,905 Gallons) 
(Acquisition Cost 32.45 gallon) 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1960 EDITION 


DA(s)~09- -030-Gi- 
“INVITATION NO a 
09-030-s~+55--13 

TO BE SUPPI.1ED BY BIDDER 
pace ewo|_te TOTAL PRICE BIO 
PER UT __ DOLLARS ns | CENTS 
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— TConTRACT NO 
RO FOR! a 

AUGUST O00 | wena, SERVIC ES ADM SALS o GO - . iv DA (s )- ‘09 039--Q 

PEASCNAL PROPERTY MANAGEMEN | “INVITATION, 81D, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO 

ssanianesti zsh (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09-030=s~55-13 

TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
(Number of Uns! MEASURE! PRICE B10 |_TOTALPRICE BID 

PaR UNIT DcLLARS | CENTS 


| 
' 
! 
lille ihiheie elitr eementiasteilisila iedithbtainsaiel 
Tho Following Itoms are Locetod in Sclvnge 11 ard: 


152-17-3-NS | 


CENCHES, Work, Stoel, Used (C) 
(Approx. 27 Ea) 
(Acquisition Cost ~°25.00 ea) 


CESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY QUANTITY 


152-26-T-NS 


| 

| 

| 

| 
TADLZS, Ponch & Dosk Typo, Stecl, | 
Used (C) (Approx. 21 Ea) 
(Acquisition Cost (325.00 oa) | 
| 

} 

| 

| 

| 

i 

| 

} 


152-14=0-1S 
OILS & GREASES, Contaminated (D) 
(Approx. 1400 gallons) 


(Acquisition Cost $1.00 gallon) 


~42=C-NS 
LOTH, Emery, Shcets, Approx. 323 
shoots, Deteriorated (C) 
(Total Acquisition Cost 405.00) Ke: 
"s. - 


is 


Fy 


152-52=C-NS 

COATING, I Cituninous, Alurinun & 

Mastic, 1 & § Gallon Cans, hans, ' 

Detorioratod (D) "Ape OX 10%68) bs) 

(: lequisitior. Cost Total E300} 
< 

yo 42=C-.NS sy 

CADINSTS, Spare Partai ‘Usd ey 

(. spprox, 47 Ea) na 

(Total hequisitigy, £0 ovat $03. 16) 


« A 
A al or ee 


Approx.» re lbs ) 
, 50 1b) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF B!OOER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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nipple aa 
PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
suaust ase 0. rt SERVICES ADM. ely erty tinge tgplrionnyapyned _Da(s) 094.02 0-Q 
PERSONAL PROPENTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO. owen 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09~030-s-55-13 
j TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDOER 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PRopeRTY | QUANTITY omice e1p|__TOTAL PRICE SID 


(Nuenber of Unas) PRICE BID |__ ———————$— 
PER weny cotaRs | CENTS 


152-58 

TIRES, Truck & Passenger Car, 
Usod (C) (Approx. 125,000 lbs) 
(Acquisition Cost $.50 1b) 


152-715 
ENGIIE, Diosol, GNC, Used (D) 
(Acquisition Cost $2500.00) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY | 


NAME OF BIDOCER 
EACH Or BID 
SHOW NAME 
GF BIDDER } 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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CONTRACT NO 


-Di(8 )-09-050—Q— 


STANDARDS FORM 114 
ST 1950 
BED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM 


SALE C¥ GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 














PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT = — INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO. 
09=030=8-55=9 
ISSUED BY OATE OF INVITATION 
Salvago Branch, tlanta Gonoral Dopot, U.S. drny 27 Soptorbor 1954 
aooress PAGE NO. NUMBER OF PAGES 
Atlanta, Goorgia . 10 
INVITATION 
Sealed bids, in ...Ono..Copy..On1y............... subject 0 the General Sele Terms and Conditions on the reverse hereof, and any special 
conditions, set forth herein, will be received at ... 5047069... Bronghs.Whses..306eB, Jtlenta.Genarcl.Dopot.......... 
wort) 2 $30 o'clock. Pom, A2..Qetohor. 19-84, for purchase and removal of Governmentowned property listed 





on continuation sheets numbered pages Xttomagix..6.thru 10 
PLACE WHERE BIOS WILL BE PUBLICLY OPENED IME 
Salvago Branch, Whsoe 305-B, i.tlantce Gon Dopot, US hee 1:30 Pf 


NAME TITLE 

CHARLES E. GOOLSBY, lajor, Q& Proporty Disposal Officor 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
price wim | TOTALPRICE BIO 





DATE OF BID OPENING 
12 October 1954 



























PRICE BIO 
PER UNIT 








Spocial Conditions "A" through ™ 
added to subject invitatign- qnd mo 





(eo) ‘ 


*Bi Seems sae aetde: SR rso 
| \ 






s 
fe 


grapeny Geomithed haste ergy bo tmapenad barman che house of £250 Ado 2 250. Poland 1.250. to.%:00 PU on 
endhams thon iehdempalenntading helddepne 28. Soptes thru.ll_otohor.... 19.54.. by contacting 
CHARLES Es .GOOLSBY. lin jor. Qi, Proporty Disposal Officar 


aeeeewecseceeme cee - sae aeens mmeceee: ae sees saeanen ener: mene es seee eae 


steer ene ste: eeneneecersseeceseae ane sone senmenes cee aeeeee ine: semneemneee eam -neeeseneeeneeees seneeeee sar soar Cenenm are: meterer tegeenee nes se eis eert ieee eMNeRs Re eo mnee enw e sneer em neeeeaes: oes came. ete « seneee 


A bid deposit of 20%. rrr of che oral amount bid n he frm of pomal ot expert money or cashier's or carvified check, 
o ahahe Se Cee Cae baa e the contracting officer SVT. LL... 
eccompany 


Capany coum te cenened Senate lie wits. 10. calendar days efter notice of award, wenteas etharates epesified tn the 
or in 


from the date of or otherwise said notice. 
7 DATE OF BID 


ln compliance with the sbove invitstion, and subject to ell the General Sale Terms and Conditions and any special conditions, the 
undersigned offers and agrees, if this bid be accepted within. 22CK.. calendar days (60 calendar days if no period be specified by che bidder) after 
date of the opening, to purchase any or all of the ems described herein upon which prices are quoted, at che price set opposite cach item. 
Se Aoert oo Se meee Ee —— 


NAME ANO ADORESS OF B1OOER (Stren and manber city ond Seas) SIGNATURE OF PERGON AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS BID 





ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 


ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS NUMBERED 
Soo Attachod List 


TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER —— OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 
Proporty Disposal Officor 


STANDARD FORM 114 CHARLES E. GOOLSBY, liajor, Qc 


ST AnOAn® FORM 114A 
auGusT 


P 
Pel 


'TEemM 
wo. 


RSONAL 
REGULATION NO 


UTILIZATION OF 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


O** INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


aco SY GENERAL SERVICES AOM 
eee. MANAGEMENT 


QUANTITY 


DESCRIPTION AN ' ig 
D LOCATION OF PROPERTY , ary 


“SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 


Ae 


The bidder certifies oa is not 
the Department of the Army, office 


» enlisted 


Army Exchange Service, Army Exchanges, the U.,S.j / 


or civilian employee of the Army. 
B, The purchaser or bidder agrees to save 
from any and all claims, demands, 4ctions, deb 
costs, ond attorneys fees arising gut of, clai 
manner prediccted upon loss of or qamege to pr 
the death of any and all persons whatsoever, i 
tributed to by purchaser or bidder, their agen 
while in, upon or about the military reservati 
or offered for sale is located; orjwhile going 
and to save the Government harmlosg from an n 
kind which Government may suffer og the rosult, 
purchaser's agents, servants, or oe 
resorvation. 


C, All property not removed #4 hin: ston ( 
award will be subject to a storage} share) }Soo 
Conditions, Conditien 7, Page 2 of! at) c 
prior to romoval of jrenertee Storage” ‘éhars go ¥ 
following basis: m5 

4 if 
For oach of the biket r 
Saturdays, Sundays, and pal’ holilticys, one an 
por huncred (100) poupdg-orfractipn thoroof, 
succeeding day or frAégtion, $hefoof, including 
holidays throo and Oenhalf ! (3-1/2 cents por 
fraction thoroof Extract 4 ‘from Cehtral Stato | 


Froight Tariff Ne. 224-2; Itom 350[G), Pago 58 
further c bap 
of storage char .at tho above rates, Charge 
will be reduced (58) fifty por cot). 

D. This property has been scfooned : 
ments of the Fodoral Govornmont < i 


of the Federal Government. 


E. Tho biddor warrants 
diroct in any othor bid submit response 
should be dotormined that th has 
bad d, togother with such other bid bids shal 


THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


HSTSEE TE Se 


SURPLUS PROPERTY 


offici 


» civ 
Lotion Pieture Serv 


un dred 


tor “ro 


221 


—o 
CONTRACT NO 


DA(s )-09-030-q) 


tNVITATION NO 

09-0308 ~55-9 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY SIDDER 
oe ia ok ere Price 81D 


PRICE Bio! 
PER UNIT | pou 


| 


1 or employee of 


e 


lian employee of 


SOARS | CENTS 


ernnent] harmless 
ign apes 
® or in 
uries to 
ed or corne- 


employee 2A 


ju 


J 


fy 


(100) p 


icht B 


e Therp 


for itpr 


sucn gn 


requjro- 


nm — mont 


STANDARD rea ae 114A 
AUGUST 1980 ED 































222 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


AUuGUS SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


SaEE Sn eas Cre eres" weVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE Pile eae 


REGULATION NO. 3 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030-s-55<9 
rs -sssssssssensstnesnsnnsnennene” ES AS 
‘ial | adie TO CE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
NO. DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY Stauder of Unns) TOTAL PRICE BIO 810 
COLLARS CENTS 




















SPZCL'L CONDITIONS: 









F. Tho Unitod States Crimina] Code (18 U a crininpl 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


offense to wilfully make false stafoments or niproprose@nta mp to any 
depsrtiicnt or agoncy of tho United)Statos as t in its 
jurisdiction. 

G. Tho uso of a bid bond in }Jiou of a do orizode 

H. The "Biddor Reprosonts" pertion appoa sheot of [this 
invitation is delcted and the follmring ropres erent 
substitutod thorofor: | 

Tho biddor (or contractor) roprosonts to Sps.co 
(1) That tho aggrogsto number of omployocs s affiliqtos 
is 500 or moro, los$ than 508 has, 

! has not, employod or rotaing? any comp? yr than a jfull 
tino Bona fide omployoe working sofcly fox? the. br r .ctor)) + 
solicit or socuro this contract = (3) ten . has not 
paid or agreec to pay to any comps hy wr poxgon ime bqno 
fico omployoo working sololy for i bE Tor. Xo y foo, 
coru:ission, percentage or brokora CRP, ppntir . ulting 
from tho aword of this contract, apd gerods to i wytion rol.ting 
thoroto as roqucsted by tho — office 

I, Tho Govorm.ont WARY nat. lpad any vohi as ig" 
anc “whore is", <4 form 

Se 

Je Full 20% big- “eyo a on correc and a ate nsions 
will accompany the yA. toss~ thanl full 20% bi@ dopos#t «vill grouncs|for 
rejoction of bide, 4. / | 

ae . ee ' 

XK, This gofitract shall bo _sbyoot to tho|writtor approvdl of the 4rny 
Commander or Gf of Technical Sorvico having jur§scictioy cand shal 
not bo binding uxtdl so meow (In viow of|the forogoing, /bicdors, 
shall allow twonty*$20) to thirty (30) days foe accoptanco of /bid, in bid 
portion of face shoot, Standard ia 114), 

{ 








STANDAF D FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


STANDARD FORM 1144 PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
aucus SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA(s)~09-030-Qi~- 


RESC GENERAL SERV ‘ 
ceee Racer MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATIONTIO... 


ee (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09~030-5-55«9 
TO SE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
Price 81D TOTAL PRICE BID 
PER UNIT | coLaRs | conte 


152-54=I-NS 

MACHINE, Adding & Subtracting, 

Used (C) Listing, Electric Oporatod, 
‘wforodit bal. Underwood Sunstrand 
10 Noy Koybocrd, 8 Col. Hod, 8120 
SER #312511 

(Acquisition Cost $300.00) 


152-54=1-NS 

LACHINE, Adding & Subtracting, 
/Usod (C), Eloctric or hand oporato 
8 col. 10 Koy X Underwood Sunstran 
Mode 8120 H.P. SER #424862, 
(Acquisition Cost $359.00) 


152-54-!-N 

LACHING, Adding & Subtracting, 
Used (C), Listing Eloctric Operate 
or hand operated, 10 cole loss 
than 8" carriage Colwmar Koyboard’ 
Victor SER #1478693 

(Acquisition Cost $308.00) 


152=54=1'-NS 
LACHINE , Adding & Subtr gts 19’ 
-_* g 


Ug6da (C) Listing, Electr 

erated or Hand Oporstady TSg01 
ess then 8” Carriage / Coltmar 
Koyboard Victor. Sgr 4518039, 
308389, 317286, spe 234, JA96765, 
1.454175, 4400298, 530160, 
"400546, £5301 4 92172, 
530471, 1496775 3.492636, 
ere ares D053 06 
(Tota 


CAUTION. INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


SHOW NAME 
SEDOER 


— 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 





224 


STANBARO FORM 114A 


auGusT! 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA(s )-09-03 }0=Qii = 


BY Gener. 
caseeenre as om y MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 5 saueetart dade tan 


REGULA 


i1TEM 
NO 


TION NO. 3 (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=030-s-55=9 


—_—_-—_—_-—_— 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


| ANTIT aa en oe Steen 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | eo A TOTAL PRICE BID 


PER UNIT onan 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS: | 


L. Itoms purchasod on this cd@ntract will 
contractor or his agont. Itoms rogole by tho cpr 
by tho original contractor, | 


M. CASH will not bo aceopte cblo as 20% bid 
Doposits shall bo mado by cortifiod chock, cas 
postal or oxpross money ordor, poy blo to tho T 


Ne Purchasors aro warded that articlos o 
rom.in in tho proporty sold, notwifhstancing t 
Governnent to romove saree Tho Goyernmont ass 
to oxcluco any such articlos and tho purchasor 
shall havo no liability in conncet}on therowit 


as 
2% 


NOTE: Bidccors who do not} rospond to> 
thon within throc (3) consocutivo gales (iQi~he 
withdrawn from tho mailing list cons they 8 fically roauc 
names bo rotaincd. 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 19590 EDITION 





UTILIZATION OF 


STANDAR FORM 114A 

auGus 

prescmeco BY GENERAL SERVICES aoM. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 
REGULATION NO. 3 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


(TEM 
NO. 


QUANTITY 
(Number of Uns) 


| 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | unit oF 


The Following Itoms are Located injlarchouse 306- 
152=54-M-NS 

MACHINE, icding & Subtracting, 

Usod (C), Listing Zloctric Oporste: 

8 Col. loss then 8" carric :{O» 

Columnar Keyboard, Burroughs, 

SER #1460162, A502526 (2 Ea) 


(Total Acquisition Cost }481,00) 


152-54=-1'-NS 

GALCULATING !.CHINE, Non List,Usod{C) 
Electric Operated, Non Automatic, 

8 Colum, Colurmmar Keyboard Typo, | 
Burroughs Modol 51035, SER +058 8s! 
(iequisition Cost 3632400) 


152=54=1i-NS 
CALCULATING 'L.CHINE, Non List, 
Ysod (C) Electric Operated, Scni 
‘automatic, lultip. 8 col. 
Marchant Keyboard Type Colummar 
Mod, 8=D, SER #128283 
(Acquisition Cost $394.00) 

Jt 


152-54=!'=NS 


ees Tee i Hon 
1 Operated, Uso ra 


Columnar Conptone tor 2 

Tarrant", SER #434 23a; wate 

434809, 434340, 439200,, 4},6695,(6 

(Total hoquisitigy 0 Coit. 34,200.00) 
‘ ¢> 

152=54—R=eNS 9 ‘NO,’ 

REGISTER, Cash, "wagions 

SER #1446494 5 


(Acquisition Cost 91462 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


"| NAME OF BIDDER : 
BACH SHEET OF BID 
SHOULD SHOW NAME 
OF NIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 


SURPLUS PROPERTY 


PAGE NO 2 pra tye rNO 


mipsette 30 


ino 
09= =-5=55=<9 


TO BE SUPPLI EC BY BIDDER 


To TAL pric & 81D 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 
ecouat we ttea SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Dis(s)=09-030-Qi— 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE GTATONSS. 
REGULATION NO. 3 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09-030-s-55 


i teenies 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 

DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY QUANTITY price pio |__TOTAL PRICE BID 
PER UNIT COLLARS cents 


Tho Following Itoms aro Looctod 


152-66=TR-NS 

TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Pnoumatic Tiros, 
Usod (C) 6000 lb. Capncity, 120" 
Ht. Lond Contor 25", Ross Aotna 
Mote 19-HT USA #10345252,. 
(Acquisition Cost $5,463.00) 


152-66-TR-NS 

TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tiro, 
Used (C) 3000 lb, Capacity, 108" 
Ht. 15" Load Center, Clark Car-= 
loncer, Stack. USA #10301801 
(Acquisition Cost 2100.00) 


152-66-TR-NS 

TROCK, Fork, Gas, Solic Tiro, 

ig (C), 3000 lb, Capacity, 144" 
Ait, 15" Load Contor, Clark Car- 
loc.dcor US 410301284 

(Acquisition Cost ¥2100,00) 


152-66=TR=NS 

TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solic Tirgg 
Usod (2) 4000 Lhe Capcaci Ah Be 
Hte 15" Load Contor, Cl age, G cae 


loader Plato USA #1030125% 
(Acquisition Cost 2 gay 


152=66=TR=NS 

TRUCK, Fork Gas, fori . 

Usod (c) 4000 y Gap: 1city, 108" 
Hte 15" Load C fy Clark Care 
loader, Plate US.%g40300679, 
(Acquisition Cost By,200.00) 


152-66=TR=-NS 

TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tire, 
Used (C) 4000 Lbe Capacity, 108" 
Ht, 15" Load Centor, Clark Car-= 
loader Plate, USA 410301391 
(Acquisition Cost $7200.00) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


EACH SHEET OF BID EAC 
SHOULD SHOW NAM! 

ee baoee aS 

a 


STANDARD FORM 114A STANDs 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION augus: 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 227 


STANDARD FORM 114A 


AUGUST 1980 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM 


PERSONAL PROZERTY MANAGEMENT “INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
— (CONTINUATION SHEET) 


REGULATION 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY 


Tho Following Itoms aro Locatod Opposite WWarohd 


152-66-TR-NS 
CK, Fork, Gas, Pnou. Tiros, 
sod (C) 15,000 lb, Capacity, 
120" Ht, 26" Lond Conter, Ross 
Modol 15 Ht, USA #10345357 
(Acquisition Cost 36,011.00) 


152=66=TR=NS 

JRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tiro, 
Used (C) 4000 1b, Capacity, 108" 
Ht, Lond Contcr 15" Clerk Modol: 
Carlocdor Plate, US #10301258 
(Acquisition Cost $2400.00) 


152-66-TR-NS 

TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tiros, 
Usod (C) 4000 lb, Capacity, 108" 
Ht. Load Contor 15" Clark Modol 
Carloador Plato, USi #10301253 
(Acquisition Cost $2400.00) 


152-66-TR-NS 

TRUCK, Pork, Gas, Solid pars 
Usod (¢) « 2000 lb. Capacity 

Hte Load Contor 15" Clar hoa 


Carloader Plite, US. #103 
(Jcquisition Cost see “ 


152-66-TR=NS r 

TRUCK, Fork, coag Rol st Sxos, 
Usod (C) 2000 JO Ogpacity, 108” 
Ht, Load Contonss Y Clark Cars 
Loader Plote, US?AjhL0501256, 
(Acquisition Cost $3200.00) 


152-66-TR=NS 

/TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tires, 
Used (C) 4000 lb, Capacity, 108” 
Ht, Load Conter 15" Clark Car- 
loader Plate, US‘. #10306<89 
(Acquisition Cost $2400.00) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 


UNIT OF 
ASURE] Price Bin |_TOTAL PRICE BID 


PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 


Di(s 8 )-09+030-Gi~ 
9 INVITATION 10. 
09-030-5=55-9 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


PER UNIT | __coLLaRS | cans 


BO 7PO0P B; 


Ede 








228 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 





PAGE NO.) CONTRACT NO. 


Di(s)—09-030-Gi- 


nO, OS0. on No 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09-0350 -s-55~9 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1980 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
Pensonat PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 10 


REGULATION NO. 








Tos BES! SUPPLIED BY BY BIDDER 


'TEM 
TOTAL PRICE BID 


NO 


QUANTITY UNIT OF }- 
(Number of Unus) Ce CNSG 000 1b necuneneeseaniian 
PER UNIT | oo.ans | cents 


THE FOLLOMING ITEMS ARE LOC..TED OPPOSITS t2.REHOPSE #SOG-Bs 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | 





22. | 152-66—TR-NS 
TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tiros, 1 Ene 
Usoe (C), 4000 Lb, Capacity, 108" 
Hte Load Center 15" Clark Carlocde 
Plato, USi 410301259 
(Acquisition Cost ¥2400,00) 


| | 
23— | 152-66—TR=-NS | “ | 
TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tircs, | 1 Jho 
Usod (C) 4000 Lhe Capacity, 108" | LOAN | 
Ht. Load Contor 15" Clerk Car= =| Ye [ee 
leador Plato, USi. /10300680 so’ 
(Acquisition Cost ¥2400,00) ay > 
.* sé 
"iar J 3 
24. | 152~66-TR-NS a we 
TRUCK, Fork, Gas, Solid Tiros, | we > Ete 
Usod (C) 4000 lb. Capacity, 108" | We 
Ht, Lood Contor 15" Clerk Cam lee Pt 


7 
leador Plate, US. 410304586 C4 é ) 
(oquisition Cost $2400.00) NK 


NOTS: THE FOLLOIVING TUFORAATDN 1 WELL BE FURNIGHED BY PHE BIDDER: 





TOTAL £2JOUNT OF] BID $ 


20% GUARANIZE DEPOBIT 3 


| 
ecoiliiiiiiiihes. | 


NAME OF BIDOER 
BACH SHEET OF BID 
Nr DDR 


STANDARD FORM I14A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 








UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 229 


SvANOARD FORM 114 CONTRACT NO 
By earcnmat. egnvicas anu. SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Dis )-09—0350—Ghie 


ML CROCENTY MANADEM ENT INVITAT! BID, AND ACCEPT. INVITATION NO. 
REBULATION NO. 3 TOM, OD, —— 09-030—s-55~8 


ISSUED BY DATE OF INVITATION 
Salvago Branch, «.tlento Gonoral Dopot, U.S, Army 20 Sopt. 1954 
aooress ee | PAGE NO. NUMGER OF PAGES 
Atlanta, Goorgia t 15 
INVITATION naioa 
Sealed bids, in... Ono..Copy Only... subject to the General Sele Terms and Coralitions on the reverse hereof, and any special 
condixions, eet forth herein, will be received et. Soivaco Branch, bso, 505-B, Atlante Gonoral Dopot 
undil...1.23.Q'dock Pm, 5 Ootober ceveereseseee sees np 19.5% for purchase and removal of Governmentowned property lised 
imtpexand on continuation sheets numbered pages Sobwmgh 6 thru 15, 
PLACE WHERE 8105 WILL BE PUBLICLY OPENED TIME DATE OF BID OF ENING 
Salveco Branch, \hsoe 305-B, J.tlonta Gon Donot, US Army 13:50 P| 5 Octobor 195 
NAME TITLE . 
CHuIRS 2, GOOLSBY, Major, YL Proporty Jisposal Officor 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 


ITEM NO] DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY | unit or pace bio | TOTAL PRICE B10 — 


Spocial Concitions "/." through "P"Jinclusivo (Phsos 3,}4, ond 
added to subject invitation anc medo a part the oof, 


Bidecer Reprosents Clauso perentins 


NOTEZs 422. 
on thj 


The property described herein may be inspected Ve oe 5OPMand 1.33 QO to 5 _ PM on 


Lion da: ys thru Fridays A cuinding be holicays, 21 So te thru 4 Octol oF 19. by coma 
CHARLES 8. GOOLSBY, bMojor, OC, Proporty Disposal Officer 


ee ee a met ne «wee ee + erence nnn - = eee ne | ee ne en ee 


2 ee ee tm the form of pou o expres money order. caghier’s or cornified check. 
. Coeseety quae tn extent the successful bidder within 1° ~~ lender dase often eation of gant, exten ethavaten epastiad tn the 
time to be from the date of 


BID Se OF ss 


In compliance with the ebove invitation, and subject to all the General Sele Terms and Conditions and any special conditions, che 
undersigned offers and agrees, if this bid be accepred within 220%. calendar days (60 calendar days if no pertod be specified by the builder) afver 
date of the epening, to purchase any of all of the items described herein upon which prices are quoend, at the price set oppusite cach em. 
Seen Soe ee 


AME AMD ADDRESS OF BIDOER (vex end meanbe . cry and Seaor) SIGNaATURE OF PERSON AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS DID 
TIT. 


ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DATE OF ACCEPTANCE 


ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS NUMBERED 
Soo i.ttachod List 


TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER 


STANDARO FORM 114 
AUGUST 1990 EDITION 





230 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


eS eer IPAGE NO | CONTRACT NO 
AUGUST 1080 0 ca eenvices apna SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY | Di (s )-09-030=¢ = 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION |, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO. 


es (CONTINUATION SHEET) 096030=s-55-6 


TO BE SUPPLIEO BY BIDDER 


rem QUANTITY 
"oO DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY (Number of Unies) price si TOTAL PRICE 8:0 


SPECL.L CONDITIONS: 


fie Tho biddcor cortifios that}ho is not igl or omployoo of 
tho Dopartmont of tho Arny, officoy, onlistod 
Aruy Bxohango Sorvico, Army Exch= 
or civilian omployoo of tho Arnye 


Be Tho purchasor or bicdor 
from any and all cleimns, domoncs, 
costs, and attorneys focs arising 
mennor procicatod upon loss of or famago to pr anc infurios to 
or tho doath of any and ell porsong whatsoover,] j4/angimanpor fousod or 
contributed to by purchasor or bicfor, thoir og As ypoents pr omploy 
while in, upon or about tho nilit:sy rosorvation on ak{eh the proporty 
oy offorod for salo is locatodg or |r g fto or .fpparting| from tho 
scnog and to savo the Governnont ; 4 ; ecount pf damage 
of any kind which Govornnmont may s 5 } f the apts of an 
the purchesor's agonts, sorvants, Aare ; pout saift nilita. 
rosorvation. 5 


Ce All property not ronovo4 nds. h? (1) days] from 
award will bo subjeeot to a storagolstergo/{Sco Gonercl| Sale Tofms and 
Conditions, Concition 7, Pago 2 of Contrast) ni such 
prior to ronoval of proporty. Storage ohorzgo will be gomputodjon tho 
following basis: 


(5) days or] fractipn thoropf, inclu 

ys, ono andj throc-fourths [1-3/4) c 

thoroof,. or tho] sixth dhy and oa 

inelucin> Sptur‘ayp, Suncays, anc 1 

r (100) ppunds or 

fraction aece ey: ‘fron Cc ight Bupeau, Mot 
Froight Toriff Ad, 2229, Itom 360) ( © will po no 
furthor cormun Quiy6n from tho Pr r prior|to beg 
of storaso ckhirgéag*ct tho above rotcs, Chc “FZ08 for itpns stor’ outdoo 
will bo reducod (50%) fifty por cost, 


D. This proporty has boon sofeonod against tho knowm dofpnso roqu 
nonts of tho Fedoral Governnont ang is surplus fto ol1 mown roguironont 
of’ tho Fodoral Govermnont, 


Ee Tho bidder warrants that (it) hasnd intorc§t, diroft or -ine 
direct in any other bid subnitted rosponso tp this jnvitatipn, If i 
shoulé bé detérmined that tho biddgr has such ah intorpst, thop his (it 
bid, togethor with such other bid bics shall bo rojectcd, 

CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


SOOPER | NAME OF BIDOER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


STANDARD FORM 1148 j 
PReschibeD BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Tul (s )=09=050-Q°> 


PERSONAL L PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, 810, AND ACCEPTANCE 4 


——— ee =. 
—_———— 


INVITATION NO 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) Q9—-030=s-55-2 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
TOTAL PRICE 81D 


Ke | DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY'| QUANTITY 


Paice B10 
oe 


mT CoLLaRs | CENTS 


SPECIAL CONDITIONS: | 


F Tho Unitod States Criminay Codo (10 USP 1001) |makos if o crini: 
offense to wilfully make f-lso statemonts or pro atio to cny 
dopartment or agency of the Unitod|States as tol : ony mattor within its 
jurisdiction. 


Ge Tho uso of a bik bone i iou: of deppsit i ot orizcd, 


He Tho "Bidlor ‘Roprogonts"” tion apzosring. a eo faco} shoot of [this 
in-itation is dcleted and th llq@rin,; oronts supsti- 
toc therefor: 


5 9.9 . ane Y 
The bicwor (or contractor} roproscnts woroprig¢to Spaco } 

(1) Thst tho aggregate number of o: a >s if 

is 500 or. morc, loss 

has not, omployod or rotainod any 

bona fico omployco working solcly 


: - 
or socure this contract and (3) thy wi SC 
or agrecd to pay to any company or on &fhor] than a 


onployoe workinz sololy for thc bike ge a . dér: tpactor) any fool Comissi 
percontage or brokcrage foc, conti a re tome fronjthe cw.r 
this contri.ct, anc agrees te furni hi 2 rol: - therpto as ros 
quested by tho contracting officor | 


I. The 


and “whero 


Je Full 20% bi L 
will accompany the he 
rcjection of bice » fy 


f! “s3.0° 


Ke This orget shall 
Corsandor pe of T 

not be bincing Une 1 sc a; we 
aliow tronty (20) ® thirty (3 


a 


of f:.co shoot, Stantorc For 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


NAME OF BIDDER 
EACH SHEET OF BID 
SHOULD SHOW NAME 
OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EO: TION 
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AUGUST 1930 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


STANDARD FORM 11464 a NO | SE NO] CONTRACT NG 


PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES 40m. 


Di(s)-0 Qe OSC= T- 


PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | INVITATION NO 


REGULATION NO 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) | 090=030=s=55-9 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY GIDOER 


DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY 


| TOTAL PRICE BID 


(Number of Unis) | PRICE O10 |... 


“SPBCL.L L L Ci: ITIONS: 


Le Itoms purchasoc on this cdntract will po doli 
contrictor or his agent. Itons rogolc by tho cpntrcoter mus 
tho origins] contractor, 


| 
Me CASH will not be aocoptabje as 20% bid aoposit on thi 
Deposits Shall be mado by cortific chock, cashficr's chook, be. 
postal or express nonoy orcor, paydblo to the Treasurof of the 


sy 
Ne Varictions from the quantity spocificd in, io invitet 
only in raro instancos oxcood twonty-fivo por chyt, 257 ) ape n 
instanco exceed fifty por cont (50%) of tho cs neko yeit ti 
thorcine 


hy 


y 


Y |__Ooutang _| Canrs 


> ronoved 


invit:.ti 
draft, 


QO. Tho purchasor agroes to agcopt ra ifvar woth s on shirmo 
4 


involving listod itons. 
o—~- 


P. Purchasors aro warned th: or they 

romain in tho property sold, notwith, stan ing’ 
Govormnent to remevo samo,g Tho Go oe Ags 
to oxclude any such articles cand § asine . cidsor 2% tho 
shall have no liability in connoctjon (hherowit? 

NOTE: Bidcors or: ao, no ot| rosnond to 
thon within throo (3) con aoiyo gales vi 
withcravm: from the ma ‘lines i4p- ios s 
names be retainod, “ 

ortts, NS. 


“et, *s, 


fea ts ce ae we ne we ee 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


| NAME or BIODER 
gID 


BACH 
SHOULD 
OF 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1850 EDITION 


ry tho 3 
for fail 
Govermne: 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


SreneAn® FORM 1144 SALE OF GO’ ; 

PRescRinge ny GENERAL SERVICES ADM. Onan 

RERSON AL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


AGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 


INVITATION NO 
O9= 035 On 5 -55=8 


(TEM | TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
NO DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY QUANTITY pemmyery go a 
PER UNIT DOLLARS | canre 


Tho Follavin= Items are Looted in Balvazo Mota 


Trist: 1 

LLUINUI SCRAP é BORINGS, Un= 
prepcred, Used (D)(2000 Lbs ) (Ora) 
(Acquisition Cost (450 1b) 


Iti" 6 

BRASS SCP, Used (D) Unproparod, 
(3000 lbs) (Ora) 

(.equisition Cost 3,50 1b) 


ITEU 9 
COPPER SCRiP, Unproparcd 
(1500 1bs) (Ora) 

(Acquisition Cost >, 


= 
50 1b) 


ITEiI 10 

TRE, Insulato d; Balod & on Reols, 
Unprepared, Usod (D)(15,000 lbs)(S 
(Acquisition Cost 3.25 1b) 


ITE! 14 

CABLE, Loaé & Stocl Covorcd, Un- 
props rod, Usod (D) (2600 lbs) (Sig) 
(Acquisition Cost 3.40 1b ), 4, z rs 


ITS: 10 d 
ge BATIERIES, Drainets 3a >, 
proparoed, Usod (T)(3q,600 tes tora) 
( hequisits on Cost ‘ 
i 

ITE:: 32 a 

s> 
CLS? IRON, rishgwforoperse, 
Usod (D)(10 Gros Ssfey:) (Ord) 
(Acquisition Cost “$20,090 ton) 


ITS. 32 

CAST IRON, Unproparod, Usod (D) 
(tiash Basins )(1500 lbs }(Dopot Fate) 
(Aoquisition Cost $50 1b) 


| CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


aie —_ 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1960 EDITION 





UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


STANDARD FORM 114A SALE ERNMENT PROPER 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADM. aon os 
RERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 


(CONTINUATION SHEET) 


PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 


INVITA “ION NO 

O9~—0e Jes =55—= 2 
| TO BES JPPLIFD EY SIDER 

DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY SS 


__ Doane | cents 


Tho Follarins Itoms aro Locatod in 


IThii 33 

LIGHT iETAL BUNDLES, Propcrod, 
Usod (DB) (150 Gross Ton) (Ord) 
(Acquisition Cost $1120,0C ton) 


ITE": 34 

SCR.P STECL, ifixod, Unprepcrod, 
Usod (D) (Ord) (150 Grogs Ton) 
(Acquisition Cost $1120.00 ton) 


ITatt 34 

SCR\P STEEL (Rool Flaycs)Used (D) 
Unproparod, (10,000 1lbs)(Signal) 
(Aoquisition Cost $1120.00 ton) 


Ta 

PIPE TRANSITS, Usod (C)(2000 1bs) 
(Sig) 

(Acquisition Cost 3.25 1b) 


Tori 41 
— P..RTS aT Usod shes 
8570 Bee) (in 


ITZi: 50 


AUTO PARTS, Usoc (C) farce sie) (Sn 
(Acquisition Cost SSG" Ud 


Dy 
; 
a i} 


ITE 53 oe " an ‘ 
FIND & SUCTION Soy Usod (D) 
(2150 1bs)(Sn¢ Sf 


(Acquisition Cot Ko50 1b) 
6eR=NS 
a Stool, Largo, Unpreparcd, 
1 (D) (77 7 Ba)(Simnel) 
mois ition Cost $102.00 oa) 


Cargo, Usod (D) (3 Ba)(Ord) 
ition Cost $350,060 oa) 


a i 
NAME OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AULVM@VET 180 EDITION 
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ceeratiiesieaentaitiaenenenenestieaitnaeatataie ac 
STANDARD FORM 1144 . NO.| CONTRACT NO 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES Aom. BOF ERNMENT PROPERTY | DCs =C2=C50-U 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 8 

REGULATION NO. 3 | 
(CON TIMUATION SHEET 





INVITATION NO 

} 09803 0-5 55-8 
— SS 
j TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 





DESCRIPTION A ‘ QUANTITY UNIT OF 
NO NOD LOCATION OF PROPERTY ASURE}| PRICE BD | Yorace Price 0 


PER UNIT | Coarse |coxre 

















Tho “ollowing Itor: a ‘ 725 Loto Yards 





18. B=F=1S 
FRUGS, Truck < Joop, Usod (°) 1 Lot 
| (5 Da)(ord) 

{ (Acquisition Cost [35,00 oa) 

j 

i 

' 

' 

| 

i 


19, | 10-IbNS 
ENGI, .imorican La Franco, Usod(C 


T= 





tees 


(noquisition Cost $750.00) 


20— | 1l=P=NS j 
iPS, ‘later, Ono Trailor !ltd, | 
Usod (C) (5 Ea)(mng) 
(Aoquisition Cost 3300.00 oa) 
| 
| 
} 


21. | 17-C-NS 





BATTERY CIURGER, Usod (C) (Ord) 
(Aoquisition Cost $445.00) 


226 17=C..<NS } 
BRACL, Cross irns, Usod (C)(Znc) | 
(594 Pr.) 
(Acquisition Cost 93,50 a se 
4 
17=G=18 Mf fy 
GENERATOR, ilisce Usod (CNBF 
(sequisition Cost S77@gQh 


236 


~ 


Lot 


17=G=rS : 
GENSEUTORS, ilisc ¢ Boia: ch 4 Ea) 
(Ing) 205 KV. }€8 Volts 1 me a 

60 oyeto or 3g Co? 125 Vol 
Phase 60 cycloes * Sy 


*. 


(Acquisition Cost $510.00 oa) 
25¢ | 17-GNS 
cen BIU.TOR Sy isc, Usod (C)(3 En) 
(Eng) 2¢5 KV. 125 Volts 1 Phaso 
60 oycio or 360 KVi. 125 Volts 3 
Phaso 60 ovclo.s 
(Acquisition Cost [510,90 oa) 


1 Lot 





| NAME OF BIDDER 


song 


STANDARD FORM 1144 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 
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AGE NO.) CONTRACT NO. 


ne SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY DA ( 5 )-09—0350~Q] lm 
prescnia oars management INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 9 INVITATION NO. 
REGULATION NOS (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09—030—5 =55=8 


















Tho Following Itoms aro Located 
266 17=G=NS 

GENTILLTORS, lise, Usod (C)(5 Ea) 
{Enc) 2.5 KV 125 Volts 1 Phaso 
60 cyoto or 3,0 KV:. 125 Volts 3 
phaso 60 syclo. 

(Aoquisition Cost $510,00 oa) 
27e | L7=TieNS 

TRANSFORLERS, Usod (C) (3 Ba)(Ing) 
(Aoquisition Cost 393,00 

28. | 17-1eNS 

ELDERS, Motor Drivon, Gas, 
sod (C) (2 Ba) (Eng) 
(Aequisition Cost $1195,00 oa) 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
TEM UNIT OF 
nO DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY SURE cmce oe TOTAL PRICE BIO 


nf Salvaco Vote Yards 


OCLLARS CanTs 


1 Lot 


29, .<NS \ 
AGITATOR, Paint, Usod (C)(2 Ea) [77 1 \¢ Lot 
Eng) C-sy" 
(Acquisition Cost 185,00 oc.) oe )} 

30, | 40eBB=NS = 







BAR, Boring, Usod (C). (Eng),- “ots, 
(hoquisition Cost ae, oY J 

i 
Sle | 40-LD-NS a 
BRAKE RELINING ag aS St5) (hs) 


(Acquisition Cost S27 B60 


Py ‘. renee d ‘ 
32. | 40-CS=NS ff xe 
CLE..NER, Stoam ‘Bs (C)(3 Ea)(Eng 
(Aoquisition 76,00 oa) 
v ne 
40=GeS “ 


BENCH, Grindors, Usod (C) (4 Ba)(Eng) 
(Acquisition Cost $100,00 on) 


we 

w 

° 
a Qe 


40=H-NS 
HOIST, Chain, Usod (C)(2 Ea)(Eng) 
(Acquisition Cost $166.00 oa) 


THE PROPERTY 


=, | nanan OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUG UBT 1680 EDITION 


‘ 

1 ye 
CC 4A SP 
+e fd 
ss 
ae * 

i os oy 
o sa 
* ‘7 

. ca 
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STANDA FORM 11 AGE NO | CONTRACT NO 
aveusT my ay 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY } 9 

Di § w U=Gi- 
speoes ate mas eee aan. INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 210 INVITATION NO 
wesus (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09—030—9=55=5 


Loca ROPE QUANTITY TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
PESCRiPT: 
ON AND TION OF P RTY ———rancaaes 


UT} __DouLans | conve 
Tho Following Itoms aro Located inj Salvogo Uota@l Yards 


40=SH=NS 
LiCHINE, Shapor, Usod (C)(Eng) Ene 
(Acquisition Cost $3285.00) 


O=HB=NS 
HONE BUSHING, Usod (C)(Eng) 
(Acquisition Cost $1110,00) 


40=S=NS 
SAW, Chain & Band, Used (C)(2En)(Bhe) 1 
(Acquisition Cost $227,00 oa) 


40-S=NS 

SIN, Hock, Electria, Usod (C) 
(2 Ea)(Eng) 

(Acquisition Cost $986.00 oa) 


41-J=NS 

JACKS, Rollcr Typo, Used (C) 
(4 En) (Eng) 

(Acquisition Cost 125,00 on) 


40=SB=NS 

SAND BLASTING ‘ACHINE, Used Cs). 
(7 Ba)(Eng) 4 frre 
(Acquisition Cost $1100, 

elaieus on ., > 
LAWN MOWERS, tao fai (3 Ba.) (Eng) 
(Acquisition Coste $55.00: ) 


21-?-NS Ky ? 
MOWING MACHINE, Nike (C)(2 Ba)(z 
(Acquisition Cost 836,00 oc) 


41=-P-NS 


PRESS, Hydraulic, Usod (C)(2 Ea) (Eng 
(A¢quisition Cost (700,00 oa) 


CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY 


ws oF | NAME OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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STANDARD FORM 114A AGE NO.) CONTRACT NO 
Pnescnieso SY GENERa « SERVICES Aom SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di. (s )-09=030-Q' l= 
RESULATION SOS TY — BEVEANON OR, AND ACCITANGE 1l Tnvirationno 
(CONTINUATION SHEET) 09=03 Omg =55=8 
Tem — ol TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
oO RIPTIONA QUANTITY UNIT _ LS 
NO ESC ON AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY (Number of Unas) SURE] PRICE B10 TOTAL PRICE BID 


———— 
PER UNIT | ooutans | cents 








Tho Following Itoms arc Locotod in [Salvaco iltp} Yards 


Akne -ST=NS 

STOVES, Cool, Usod (C) (% Ea) 1 Lot 
(Depot Facilitics) 

(Acquisition Cost J68,00 oa) 


42-N=NS 
NAILS, lMiixod, Now (4)(19,350 lbs) Lot 
Depot Facilitios i 

(Acquisition Cost $.10 1b) 4 


4 
(if # Fe, 
464 | 51-CAR-NS S41 4 
CARBIDS, (1900 lbs) Dotorioratod 1 Let” 
(Total Acquisition Cost 3184.30) a a 
47, | 51-CL=Ns aa Se 
CYLINDER, Gas, Usod (C) (99 Ex)(Eng) {x-25-- “Lot 
(Acquisition Cost 340,00 on) Wi ? 
gl \S 
486 -P=NS Mi Ao 
PAINT, Lacqucr & Thinncr, wD) Lot 
Detoriorated, (2850 Gallens)(Sig) | ~ 
(Acquisition Cost 36.75 on ii 
49_ | SC=E=NS 
FINE EXTINGUISHER, Usod & an 1 Lot 
(100 Ea)(Depot Facilities 


(Acquisition Cost eT, ‘) 


50. | 50-T-NS ; : 
TANKS, Stool, (iz Ageas “205-%G icons 1 Lot 
Usoa (C) (5 En) Bop t Pacilitios) 

(.equisition CR) 5,00 on) 

Sle | 60-B-NS NS 

BOILERS, Stoon, Usod (C) (3 Ec.)(Eng) 1 Lot 
(Aequisition Cost 595.00 oa) 


526 | 60=GS=NS 
GENER.TOR, Stoam, Usod (c) (Eng) 1 Ene 
(Acquisition Cost (250,00) 


| CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY | 
NAME OF BIDDER 


EACH OF BID 
SHOULD NAMB 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1950 EDITION 





Se 


556 


566 





_ 


2acn 
ae 
eC 


STANDAR 
AUGUST 1: 
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DARD FO PAGE MO.| CONTRACT NO. 
Baia wy cenenas samvrces sow, SALE OF GOVERMENT PROPERTY Dis (8 )}-09=030-Qi 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMEN® =— INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE | 15 [invitation no. no 


REGULATION NO. 3 (CONTINUATION SHEET) 09-050~s=55=" 


TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDFR 


| QUANTITY 000 ee 
DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY on ethan ASURE! Paice 10 |_ TOTAL PRICE BIO 
PER UNIT Ce, 


Tho Followin; Itoms aro Locstod in Ss wrge beta} Yards 


tea 


66=C=NS 
COMPRESSO:S, Usoe (C)(12 Bo)(Eng) Lot 
6 LoNoi)(3 Kogular)(3 Wheolbarrow 

(Aoquisition Cost {450,00 oa) 


66—CONV-NS 

CONVEYORS, Gravity Rollor, (48 Ea) 
Usod (C)(Ora) 

(Acquisition Cost $25.00 oa) 


66-CONV=NS 
CONVEYOR, Loacor, Usod (C) (nz) 
(Acquisition Cost \}3500.00) 


66=DU=NS 
DISTILL/.TION UNIT, Usod (C)(Enc) 
(Acquisition Cost $10,200,00) 





66=R=NS 

ROLLER ROAD (Self Pronollod) Lergo’ 
Usod (C) (2 Ea) (Eng) 

(Acquisition Cost 33780,00 oa) 


a mh 


69=T=NS 

TRAILERS, Soarchlight, U i C= 
(7 Ex.) (Depot Facilitios) 
(Acquisition Cost *S0odgatiCe By 


. 
. ‘ 
. 

‘ 


69=eNS 
MHEELBARNOW, Usog’ tet’ Tie) 
(Ac: quisition wae Fee tis 
i. V/ s 

a j= Be S « 

CxET DRuGLINE (Pea) 8 BUCKS 
ceases (2 Ba) Used (C) (Me) 
(Acquisition Cost 38:29,00 oa) 


70=BC-NS 
BOOM For Crano,g Usod (C) (Ens) 
(Aequisition Cost 3500.00) 


INSPECT THE PROPERTY 
NAME OF BIDDER 


MOET 


STANDARO pom +1 114A 
AUGUGT 1980 ED: 
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AGE NO.) CONTRACT NO 
DA(s )-09-030-Cfi- 
INViITATIONHO. 
09~030~8-55—5 

TO BE SUPPLIED BY BIDDER 
TOTAL PRICE 810 
__DoLLane | canrs 


Sree FORM 1144 SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
Sobers errs, Saeaeeee, INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 


ASSULATION RD (CONTINUATION SHEET) 















‘TEM 
NO 


QUANTITY 







DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY 







PRICE BID 
PER UNIT 











Tho Followin,, Items arc Loc:te: in}Sa 






62, | 70=BD-NS 
BLADES, Bulldozicr, Usod (C)(3 Ea) 
(BEng ) 
& 
(i.cquisition Cost 3660,00 on) 







636 ToeC. LS 
CARAYALL, 2 Yd, LoTournoau, Usod(c 
(Z ing) USAF #256047 (2 En) 
(couisition Cost $5720.00 oa) 










64 | 70-CR=NS 
CIuNE, 1/2 ye, Bucyrus Brio, w/o 
boom, Usod (C) (Eng) 


(Acquisition Cost .9,329,00) 


65.6 73=G=NS 
HOPON GRUDER, Caterpillar, 
US. 00735, Used (c) (Eng) 
(Acquisition Cost 7360,00) 






. 












Tue Edis Towod Types PEEL pe) 
(.equisition Cost 120.00), . 


n n _ “ Le tenet és 
606 70<T=-NS ae *e.. 0° 


TRLILIn, Lowbedg Egor Consition) 








NAME OF BIDOER 


EACH SHEET OF BID 
SHOULD SHOW NAME 
OF BIDDER 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUSBT 18950 EDITION 
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AGE NO.| CONTRACT NO. 


STANDARD FORM 1144 SALE c ENT PROPE 
Preece BED 8 SV GENERAL SERVICES ADM. OF GO Di ( 8 )=09-0350 = = 
PERSONAL PROPERTY MANAGEMEN INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE 16 fiivationne’ 


er (CONTINUATION SHEET) O9aO3Ces@5h—8 


useuninniaiamheaiimemees 
os TO BE SUPPLIFO BY B:D0ER 
‘TEM | DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | QUANTITY | UNIT OF TOTAL PRICE BID 


NO. (Nasmber af Uses) ASURE| Price B10 |__ - 
PER UNIT OmLARS | CENTS 


Tho Following Itoms aro Located in 


70=TC-NS 
TRACTORS, Caso (4 En)(Enc) Usod (Cc 
2 wfnovors 061554 and 861924 
2 w/o nowors 85516 anc 825610 
(acquisition Cost $3640.00 on) 


170=1.-NS 
ACID, Sulphuric, Condition Good, 
Usod (C) (229 lbs) (Eng) 
(Acquisition Cost $.15 1b) 


597 
TRUCK, Gi, w/modical body, 
Usod (D) (3 En) USA #23391, 
60131167, and 00115996 (Lodical) 
(Acquisition Cost 36435,00 oa) 


454 
TRUCK, 1# ton, Ford, w/tonk 

& Pump, Usod (C) USI. #0012075, 
(Depot Fac) 

(Aoquisition Cost 36500,00) 
Tho Following Iton is Loos } 
J 
ITEM 144 x a 
DRUMS, Enpty, Usod (hr 

1050 Bing with and without Bepae(@ 
(cquisition Cost. PER. ood? 


fi “See — 


Tho Follovwin:z fbn arc Located in|Salvngo Woodpard: 
ow 4 
ITE!?: 59 D=HS “As. 
‘Ss, Wood, Now (By22R" x 66", 
Azproxe 100 on, (Dopot Paedlitios) 
(Acquisition Cost 10,00 on ) 


es Se 


STANDARD FORM 114A 
AUGUST 1980 EDITION 
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PAGE NO.| CONTRACT NO 














SUsustie SALE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY Di(s )=09-030-9 
auGcusT : 

Re a ee RNAGEMENT INVITATION, BID, AND ACCEPTANCE INVITATION NO 
REGULATION NO 3 a (CONTINUATION SHEET) 


09=030-s-55-8 
A 
TO BE SUPPLIED BY JIDDER 
NESE 






QUANTITY 








TOTAL PRICE BID 
— DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY | EL Uy) cena | 
ay Tho Following Itozs aro Locatod in Salvago “body: 
76. 59=D=NS ; 
DONS, Wood, Usod (D) Misce Sizos 1 






(7 En) (Devot Facilities) , 
(Acquisition Cost «10,00 oa) 







77e eis 
DoonS, Screens, Used (I) Misc. 
Sizos (20 Ea) (Dopot Fnoilities) 
(Acquisition Cost 33,00 oa) 








59=D=iiS al 

SCREENS, Window, Usod (~) ifisce 
Sigos, Approx. 100 Ea, (Do, ot Fade ) 
(Acquisition Cost 5,00 oa) 







ITS! 146 ' 
BOXES, Yood, liotal Top & Cornors, 
Usod (C) (Approx. 22 Ba) (Lo ot Fac 
(Acquisition Cost .:6,00 on) 
















Kae atm 
awNITZE DEPOSET 





CAUTION: INSPECT THE PROPERTY | 


NAME OF BIDDER 














TANDARD FORM 1144 
©uouey 1980 EDITION 





Hon. 
( 


DE 
Sena' 
comn 
for tl 

It 
spelle 
of De 
the D 
of ow! 

Mor 
to use 
marin 
this tl 

Wit 
or na 
instity 
will b 


Hon. J 
Ch 


DEAE 
Depart 
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Tue SENATE, STaTe oF SouTH CAROLINA, 
Columbia, February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN W. McCorMaAck, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operaiions, Washington, D. C. 

DeEaR CONGRESSMAN McCormack: Since my duties in the South Carolina 
Senate and my business prevents me from appearing in person before your 
committee on H. R. 3322, it will be appreciated if you will accept this as a record 
for the hearings. 

It was my opinion that the intent of Congress on the donation program was 
spelled out in Public Law 152, Sist Congress, but it seems that the Department 
of Defense has bypassed the will of Congress. It would be tragic to permit 
the DOD to kill a program that is accomplishing so much good for the welfare 
of our country. 

Modern equipment of war has become so technical that it is highly desirable 
to use all possible surplus property to better train our potential soldiers, sailors, 
marines, and airmen. It is so obvious that the DOD should be the first to realize 
this that one could look for ulterior motives. 

With the rapid increase in population it is impossible from a county, State, 
or national level to furnish adequate facilities for educational and health 
institutions. The partial answer is to pass H. R. 3322 as written and this I hope 
will be done. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W. Epwin Myrick, 
Senator, Allendale County. 


THE SENATE, STATE OF SouTH CAROLINA, 
Columbia, February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operations, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCormack: It has been called to my attention that the 
Department of Defense has issued a directive that virtually tolls the death 
knell of the donation program. It would be a pleasure to appear before your 
honorable committee in person in behalf of the enactment of H. R. 3322, but 
circumstances prevent me from doing so, therefore, will you please accept this 
as testimony? 

My opinion is that property purchased by taxpayers belongs to the taxpayers 
and not to any department or bureau that might have custody of the property. 
If this be the case, then why not let the taxpayer’s property (after it has no 
further Federal usage) be used by hospitals and schools for the benefit of 
the taxpayers? 

Apparently the Department of Defense is acting contrary to the will of Con- 
gress and it is hoped this bad situation will be corrected once and for all time 
by Congress now assembled. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM P. YONCE, 
Senator, Edgefield County. 


THE SENATE, 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 
Columbia, February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JouHn W. McCorMack, 
Member of Congress, Chairman, Special Subcommittee of the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMaAcK: Having been Senator from McCormick 
County prior to and after the inception of the donation program, puts me in a 
position to judge the merits. Being in the position that I am in, I am vitally 
interested in and closely associated with the educational and health programs 
from the standpoint of my county, also the State of South Carolina. 

With the increasing need for education and health facilities it behooves 
every public servant to make the best possible use of property, both personal 
and real for the betterment of these institutions. 

It is my firm conviction when property is no longer needed by the Federal 
Government that the best usage of such property is to donate same to educational 
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and health institutions, in order to make our country stronger in peacetime and 
during emergencies. 
Please accept this for the record of the hearings on H. R. 3322. 


Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE L. HESTER, 


Senator, McCormick County. 





CONGRESS OF THE U NITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN W. McCorMAck, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
Committee on Government Operations, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: I wish to go on record in favor of your bill, H. R. 3322, a 
bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
so as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public-health purposes. 

I understand that hearings will be held tomorrow by your subcommittee. 
I have had several communications from constituents favoring the adoption of 
this proposed legislation. 


Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS J. LANE. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. WitLt1aAM L. Dawson, M. C., 
Chairman of the House Committee on 
Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Dawson: I would like to exppress my wholehearted 
support of H. R. 3322, as proposed by Hon. John W. McCormack, of Massachusetts. 

Donable property channeled to educational and health activities of our country 
is of far greater benefit to our country than even the original cost of this property. 

Development of our children and youth in both health and education is our 
greatest national resource. 


Sincerely yours, 
Cora Knutson, M. C. 





St. Pau, Minn., February 15, 1955. 
Hon. Jonny W. McCorMAck, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donabdle Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Old House Office Building: 
Commend your effort to improve surplus property program for education and 
health purposes. Proposals in H. R. 3322 will be of great help in furthering 


Minnesota education and health efforts. 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 


Governor of Minnesota. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 
Governor of Minnesota, State Capitol, St. Paul, Minn. 

Dear ORVILLE: Thanks for the telegram. I am enclosing a copy of the state- 
ment sent to the House Committee on Government Operations in support of 
H. R. 3322, the donable surplus property bill, which was introduced by Hon. 
John W. McCormack, of Massachusetts. 

I sincerely hope that this bill is passed, because it means so much to our small 
towns where we have so many children in our schools and so few supplies. Our 
hospitals and other institutions will benefit from this bill also. 
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In the event you have not had a chance to read this bill through completely I 
am also sending a copy of H. R. 3322 as it was introduced by Congressman 
McCormack. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 


Cora Knutson, M. C. 
STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CIVIL DEFENSE DIRECTORS 


(By Brig. Gen. William Hesketh, president of the association and civil defense 
director of Connecticut) 





The National Association of Civil Defense Directors of which I am president 
is composed of all State and Territorial civil defense directors. State and local 
civil defense directors have long been interested in acquiring surplus property 
for use in case of atomic attack or serious natural disasters such as hurricanes 
or other catastrophes. Our proposed amendment to H. R. 3322 would make 
this possible. 

Since January 1951, when the Federal Civil Defense Administration was 
established by Public Law 920, Sist Congress, many millions of dollars worth 
of surplus property needed by civil defense organizations have been disposed 
of by sale to private individuals. This includes such items as blankets, litters, 
generators, communications equipment, emergency field equipment, and vehicles. 
in one instance, a State purchased 10,000 surplus Army litters from a private 
dealer for $9.98 each, only to learn later that the dealer had bought them at 
a sale from the Army for $4 each. There are many other similar examples. 

The Federal Civil Defense Administrator and the State and local directors 
have for nearly 2 years endeavored to obtain legislation to make this material 
available to civil defense. H. R. 3322, as amended, would make this possible. 

The proposed amendment reads as follows: 

On page 2, line 4: Strike the period, insert comma and add: “or for civil 
defense purposes,” and also on page 2, line 9: Strike the period, insert comma 
and add: “or the Administrator of the Federal Civil Defense Administration.” 

To show the interest of the States and cities in this legislation I refer you to 
the following resolution unanimously adopted by the-United States Civil Defense 
Council at its national conference at Memphis on October 29, 1954. Over 300 
city and county civil-defense directors are members of this organization. 

The resolution follows: 

“SURPLUS PROPERTY 





“That the Federal Civil Defense Administration take the strongest possible 
action to bring about legislation enabling the State and local civil defense 
organization to acquire surplus property and to indicate to this council the steps 
which can be taken at State and local levels to aid the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration in this matter; 

“That pending passage of such laws, FCDA make available to States and 
their political subdivisions, the surplus property now obtainable by FCDA under 
existing legislation ; 

“That President Malone appoint a committee or committees of qualified persons 
to work vigorously for these two actions and to consult with FCDA and other 
associates to this end.” 

The National Association of Civil Defense Directors requests the speedy enact- 
ment of H. R. 3322 as amended to include civil defense purposes in the interest 
of economy and for the national security. 
















SHELBURNE FAaLits ScHoort UNION, 
Shelburne Falls, Mass., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. Joun W. HESELTON, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. HESeELTON: I would like to ask your support of bill H. R. 3322 when 
it comes up for hearing on February 15. 

This bill, I understand, is to make it possible for Government agencies to turn 
surplus property over to schools and hospitals for use. 


In the past we have 
been most fortunate in obtaining some of this property. 


It has made it possible 
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for our schools to have things which would not have been possible if we had 2 
paid full price on the open market. $37: 
I feel it is one way our Federal Government can help the local school situation use 
expense-wise, with very little cost to our Federal Government. Vv 
Very truly yours, for 
PHILLIP M. HALLOWELL, com 

Superintendent. able 

freq 

Unk 

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, arra 

North Adams, Mass., February 11, 1955. It 

Hon. JoHN W. HESELTON, tion 
House of Representatives, “hol 
Washington, D. C. stud 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HESELTON: I earnestly request your active support of visio 
pending legislation (H. R. 3322 and S. 1004) affecting the equitable and appro- consi 
priate disposal of surplus Government property. This 
In our community the vocational program would have been seriously handi- exist 


capped except for the opportunities made possible by the present disposal pro- 
gram. However, we still need to replace some of our antiquated machines with 
more modern types and to increase the effectiveness of our program by the 
acquisition of equipment that we are unable to purchase because of the steadily 
increasing school budget and school-building problem. 

Therefore, it would seem that any property purchased by the taxpayers for 
public use might, when feasible, be more profitably reassigned for continued Re R 





public use. Mr. A 
Yours very truly, C 
CHARLES H. McCann, 

Director, North Adams Trade School. ties 

surplt 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, me, 

Philadelphia, Pa., February 16, 1955. Ve 

Congressman Jonn W. McCorMack, total N 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. CO. ae 
Dear Mr. McCormack: Mr. Ray Ward called my residence last evening and euuien 
informed me that it would not be necessary for me to appear before your com- proud 
mittee this morning. He suggested that I send to you a few remarks for incor- believe 
poration in the report. Attached find facts which we believe are very convinc- in you 
ing as to the need for the continuation and improvement of a program that will Th e 
permit educational institutions to receive surplus materials on a donable basis. to us a 
If we can be of additional service through the preparation of material or agenci« 
through personal appearance, please do not hesitate to call upon us. acquisi 
Sincerely yours, istratic 
CHARLES EF. METZGER, the Uni 

Administrative Assistant to the President. In th 

of inco! 

ties. J 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, of Educ 

Philadelphia, Pa., February 16, 1955. tne 

Congressman Jonn W. McCormack, ‘eee 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. oteeee 
Dear Mr. McCormack: We are indeed happy and eager to tell you and the cant ont 
members of your committee about some of our experiences in the utilization of by the U 
property acquired through various methods of distribution of Government sur- “The v: 
plus materials. fer the . 
The students in all divisions of Temple University have been benefited greatly with ins 
through the surplus-disposal programs, Attached find a copy of a letter dated price 6 
December 19, 1947, to Mr. Arthur M. Hedges, Chief of the Information Division but m ost 
of the War Assets Administration which sets forth clearly our participation in approxin 
the programs. A revision of the second paragraph would bring totals to date deficienc: 
as follows: Throug 
1. The estimated fair value of surplus property acquired through disposal pro- Universit 
grams, $3,147,116.16. Anothe 


Plant No. 
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2. The cost to Temple University in acquiring these materials has been 
$379,626.27. (This amount includes $300,000 paid for the building presently 
used as our dental-pharmacy school.) 

We have found the present arrangement with the Pennsylvania State Agency 
for Surplus Property to be most satisfactory. As surplus materials have be- 
come available in our area, we have been informed by this agency and have been 
able to acquire the property with an absolute minimum of redtape. Scheduled 
frequent visits to the warehouse at Harrisburg have been most beneficial to us. 
Unless there can be an improvement to minimize detail, we feel that the present 
arrangement is most satisfactory and should be continued. 

It is with sincerity and confidence that we state that the program of distribu- 
tion of surplus materials to educational institutions has helped us to not only 
“hold the line” but also to expand and enrich educational opportunities for our 
students. During these years of increased costs of higher education, the pro- 
vision of physical facilities and educational materials would have been curtailed 
considerably if we had not had the benefit of the donations of surplus property. 


This all would have meant hardship to the one principal group for whom we 
exist—the student. 


Cordially yours, 


CHARLES E. METZGER, 
Administrative Assistant to the President. 


DeceMBER 19, 1947. 


Re RCV/RIA/LVS. 


Mr. ArrHur M. HEpGEs, 
Chief, Information Division, War Assets Administration, 
Regional Office 15, Cleveland 1, Ohio 


Dear Mr. Hepdees: We are pleased to furnish you the data on the Government 
surplus property we have acquired, as requested in your letter on December 1, 
1947, for use in the article you are preparing for nationwide release. 

We find that up to December 1, 1947, we have secured surplus property with a 
total value of $2,071,182.07, and that this has been obtained at a total cost to our 
school of $343,264.94. 

The property we have secured includes buildings, machine tools, laboratory 
equipment, and many other categories of materiel. However, we are especially 
proud of our Cedarbrook unit buildings and our dental-pharmacy building, and we 
believe the story of these acquisitions might be highlighted below for possible use 
in your nationwide article 

The Cedarbrook unit buildings, now in use as a freshman training center, seem 
to us a very noteworthy example of cooperative effort between four Government 
agencies to relieve a shortage of educational facilities that existed here. Their 
acquisition was made possible by the combined efforts of the War Assets Admin- 
istration, the Federal Works Agency, the United States Office of Education, and 
the United States Navy. 

In this case, Temple University’s desire to accept the obligation for the training 
of incoming veterans presented an acute need for addiional educational facili- 
ties. This information was brought to the attention of the United States Office 
of Education. This agency investigated our needs and issued a finding of need 
to the Division of Community Facilities, Federal Works Agency, for additional 
classroom space, cafeteria, and equipment for these units. The Federal Works 
Agency with the assistance of the War Assets Administration and the United 
States Navy secured, dismantled, transported, re-erected, and modified, at no 
cost to Temple University, 54,600 square feet of buildings for the need certified 
by the United States Office of Education. 

The value placed on these structures is $501,000. By diligent search and trans- 
fer the War Assets Administration equipped these buildings so far as possible 
with instructional materials and furniture in the amount of $31,160, fair value 
price. A small portion of this equipment was secured at a 95 percent discount, 
but most of it was offered at a 100 percent discount. Temple University invested 
approximately $55,000 of its own funds to complete this instructional unit where 

deficiencies occurred. 

Through this cooperative venture of four Government agencies and Temple 
University an additional 2,000 veterans are receiving instruction. 

Another highlight was the acquisition by Temple University of Plancor 8, 
Plant No. 2, on December 1, 1946. This plancor was a building of 200,000 square 
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feet and was converted from a manufacturing plant to a dental-pharmacy school. 
Upon acquisition work was started immediately, and by October 15, 1947 the 
school was in operation. The university bid a million dollars for the building 
and thereafter received a 70 percent discount because of the tangible benefits to 
veterans that would be derived in the use of the building for educational pur- 
poss. In addition to the purchase price of $300,000 an additional $1,500,000 has 
been spent in converting this building to what we believe is now the finest dental- 
pharmacy school in the country. The laboratories, clinics, library, class, lecture, 
and research rooms installed are modern and of the finest. The new quarters 
permit enlarging the combined enrollment of these two schools by over 30 percent, 
so that many additional veterans desiring this training may now be 
accommodated. 

Here again, the interest and cooperation received from the War Assets Ad- 
ministration is greatly appreciated by the community, trustees, administration, 
staff and alumni of the university. 

The acquisition is a part of the program of the steady growth of Temple Uni- 
versity and its aim to make education facilities available to a greater number of 
students, and its extension of research and health-preserving benefits to every 
person in the Nation. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert L. JOHNSON, President. 


— 


JACKSON, Miss., February 17, 1955. 
Congressman JoHn W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Reference your wire of February 10, I submit data and views in lieu of hav- 
ing a representative attend hearings. If these do not suffice, advise and the 
director of the Mississippi Surplus Property Commission will be directed to 
proceed there. Our surplus property commission has acquired and made avail- 
able to our health and educational institutions large quantities of Federal 
surplus property. The records from the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare indicate that approximately $2 million worth of such property 
was allocated to our surplus property commission during the calendar year 
of 1954. The majority of this property has been placed in immediate health 
and educational uses. By our institutions receiving this much needed Federal 
surplus property at a very nominal charge has enabled many of them to offer 
much better training programs at a great savings to our taxpayers. In fact, 
it would have been an impossibility to acquire on the open market at today’s 
prices this much needed property and supplies. I feel that all Federal surplus 
property having been paid for by the taxpayer and by offering such to the 
States for further health and educational uses would be a greater benefit and 
a higher return to the Federal Government than the small net returns usually 
recovered by public sales. I further feel that the directive implemented by 
the Department of Defense whereby most serviceable property is now being 
offered by sale be immediately rescinded. I express to you my appreciation 
for having introduced H. R. 3322 and feel that you will have the support of the 
Mississippi delegation providing for an improved and stronger surplus property 
program for health and educational purposes in the future. 

HvucH WHITE, 
Governor of Mississippi. 


Austin, Tex., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCormack, M. C. 
House Office Building, Washington, D, C.: 

Appreciate very much your telegraphic invitation to be present personally or 
through a representative at hearings of the Special Subcommittee on the Donable 
Surplus Property program. We are, of course, pleased to hear of plans for im- 
provement of the program. Regret I will be unable to attend but know Mr. L. K. 
Barry, director of the Texas Surplus Property Agency, who is in Washington, 
will be able to describe the benefits of this program to educational and health 
units in Texas. Understand chairman of the agency board has already wired you. 

ALLAN SHIVERS, Governor of Texas. 
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OKLAHOMA City, OKLA., February 17, 1959. 
Hon. JoHn W. McCorMack, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMack: Federal surplus property has been of in- 
estimable value to Oklahoma schools, colleges, institutions, and State parks. 
Oklahoma is well organized to utilize all that can be made available by the Gen- 
eral Services Administration and the military on such terms as the Congress 
regards as proper. We have great and continuing need tur more property for 
our common schools, institutions, and parks. Heartily endorse the provisions of 
H. R. 3322 and hope your committee regards it favorably. 


RAYMOND Gray, Governor. 





STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN, 1 REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KI .1sSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I desire to present my views in 
favor of the immediate consideration and passage of H, R. 3322 to make surplus 
Government property available to schools and colleges and other groups. 

There can be no question that certain Government agencies have open]y flouted 
the intent of Congress regarding the disposition of surplus Government property. 
The way some Government surpluses have been handied and disposed of indi 
‘ates not only inefficiencies, but a studied disregard for the clear mandates of 
Congress as reflected in existing legislation. It is true that much surplus 
property has been channeled into constructive uses in our educational system and 
also in the lower subdivisions of Government. 

This program has been exceedingly valuable to a great many educational 
institutions and communities. It should be carried out in its entirety and | 
believe that it should be broadened definitely to include recreational and youth 
activity groups, even where they are not directly connected with schools or 
colleges. 

As I interpret the bill, it reaffirms the previously expressed intent of Con- 
gress and sbould certainly constitute the strongest possible kind of directive to 
those departments and agencies of this Government, who have seen fit to ignore 
provisions of existing law. 

In my opinion, the entire question of surplus property disposition should be 
thoroughly investigated by the Congress to determine the extent to which irregu- 
larities and unsound practices have occurred in the program. 

But of much greater importance at the moment is the adoption of the pending 
bill so ably sponsored by my distinguished friend and colleague, the majority 
leader, Mr. McCormack, whose discernment and assiduous work in focusing the 
attention of Congress upon this vital matter and in arousing support for the 
measure in the country and in the Congress are very commendable. 

I wish to be recorded as favoring the immediate favorable consideration and 
passage of this bill and express my appreciation for the opportunity to present 
my views. 


ANNA MARIA COLLEGE, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Parton, Mass., February 12, 1955. 
Hon. Puiu J. Purser, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

HonoraBie Srr: For the past year, a considerable reduction in the amount 
of surplus property available to schools and hospitals has been noticeable Yet, 
it is public knowledge that huge quantities of such property are being lost by 
sale to salvage dealers. 

Here, at Anna Marie College, we deplore this fact, for we have already bene- 
fited by the disposal of surplus property and would still be in need of many 
items. We are presently using furniture for which, under the previous regula- 
tions, we paid out only a few hundred dollars but which, when repaired, is worth 
several thousand dollars to us. 

Please allow me, therefore, to request your support of H. R. 3222, when the 


bs Deke 


Committee on Government Operations holds hearings on this bill February 15 
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under Congressman McCormack. I would also ask you to register my interest 
in and endorsement of this bill with the proper committee of the House. 
Thanking you for your attention and consideration, I am, 
Very truly yours, 
Sister IRENE Makzre, S. S. A., President. 





ASSUMPTION COLLEGE, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Worcester 6, Mass., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. Putiti J. PHILBIN, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Room 240, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PHILBIN: The purpose of this letter is to express the 
interest of Assumption College in the bill that was introduced in the House of 
Representatives by Congressman McCormack and in the Senate by Senator 
McClellan concerning the donation of surplus property to schools and hospitals 
prior to disposal by other means. 

First of all, let me express the gratitude of Assumption College for the 
surplus material that has been donated to us in the past, particularly after the 
tornado that destroyed our plant on June 9, 1953. It has helped exceedingly 
in allowing us to rebuild the destroyed building which will serve hereafter for 
Assumption Preparatory School. We have hopes that this help will continue, 
as we are faced with the absolute necessity of building a new college from the 
ground up and have the hard problem of being obliged to spend far beyond our 
own means. We feel confident, however, that the generosity of friends will 
allow us to complete this task. Our hopes in the surplus property donation pro- 
gram are very high as we believe it can help considerably to lighten our burden. 

May I, therefore, urge you to use the name of Assumption in support of 
H. R. 3822. 

I would appreciate your registering our interest and endorsement of this 
bill and of the bill S. 1004 with the proper committees of the House and Senate. 

Let me take this occasion to express my gratitude to you for your great inter- 
est and generosity toward Assumption College. You may be sure that we 
continue to remember you in our prayers of thanksgiving. 

Very gratefully yours, 
(Very Rev.) ARMAND H. Desavurte ts, A. A., 
President. 





WasuineTon, D. C. February 16, 1955. 
JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Re your telegram, the amending of laws or regulations to permit the use of 
surplus property for health purposes to cover health department programs and 
further that surplus property beyond those needed for health and educational 
purposes be made available for civil defense would assist greatly. 

SAMUEL WILDER KING, 
Governor of Hawaii. 


TENNESSEE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EpUCATION, 
Nashville, February 11, 1955. 
Hon. J. Percy PRIEST, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Prikst: I am writing you in regard to H. R. 3322, intro- 
duced by Congressman John W. McCormack in the House of Representatives, 
January 31, 1955. This bill will clarify the intent of Congress in regard to the 
disposal of surplus property for health and educational uses, 

The surplus property program has been a great benefit to the schools of our 
State. Many schools have been able to offer new courses as a result of obtaining 
equipment through this program, and many others have been able to greatly 
enrich courses that were already being offered. 
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I have been advised that the classification of property as stock-fund property 
by the Department of Defense has resulted in the denial of many of the best 
items of surplus property for health and educational uses. 

Your support in the passage of this bill will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Quit E. Core, Commissioner. 


STATE oF NEw JERSEY, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Trenton, February 15, 1955, 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMack, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR CONGRESSMAN McCormack: I wish to thank you for your telegram of 
February 10 concerning the hearings of the special subcommittee of donable 
property. 

The State of New Jersey has a very definite interest in this program. I believe 
that the use of Federal surplus property by local health departments as well as 
for the medical and health aspects of the civil-defense program would be highly 
beneficial to the people of this State. It is my further view that the continued 
availability-of such property to the educational institutions is extremely impor- 
tant and constitutes one of the most effective uses to which such property can 
be devoted. 

I would also like to submit for your consideration the inclusion of penal insti- 
tutions among those agencies eligible to receive surplus property inasmuch as 
very desirable and effective use can be made of such property in the penal and 
correctional institutions of this State in which education, training, and mainte- 
nance of suitable standards of health form a major portion of the rehabilitation 
aspects of the program. 

I wish to thank you for sending me the telegram concerning this matter and 
giving me an opportunity to express the interest of the State of New Jersey in 
the surplus property program. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert B. MeEYNeEr, Governor. 


INDIANAPOLIS, INbD., February 16, 1955. 
Hon. JoHn W. McCormack, 
Member of Congress, 
Room 4F, Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We understand that 8S. 1004 will amend the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health pur- 
poses. If such be the case, we in Indiana are highly in favor of the passage 
of the bill. 

GeorGE N. Crala, Governor. 





BoarpD OF PuBLIC INSTRUCTION, MANATEE COUNTY, 
Bradenton, Fla., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. BENNETT: We want to express our interest and concern in the pas- 
sage of H. R. 3322, Senate bill 1004, now before committees. 

The acquisition of considerable surplus Government property in the last few 
years has been of incalculable benefit to schools of this area which, as you know, 
is experiencing phenomenal growth. The consequent demands on maintenance 
and instructional supplies have been of such magnitude that they cannot be met 
from local tax sources. 

We welcome and solicit your support for this measure which will materially 
improve the educational programs and opportunities for youngsters in this State. 

Very truly yours, 
J. HartLtey BLACKBURN. 
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STATE Or FLORIDA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Tallahassee, February 14, 1956. 
Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DrAR CHARLES: This letter is in reference to H. R. 3322 which was introduced 
in the House by Congressman John W. McCormack, and §S. 1004 which was 
introduced in the Senate by Senator John McClellan. As you perhaps know, the 
bills accomplish three objectives regarding surplus property : 

(1) Establish a priority, after Federal utilization, for donation to educational 
and health use. 

(2) Establish a legal basis for a cooperative agreement of operations between 
HEW and the State programs. 

(3) Clarify title on personal property and real property acquired for off-site 
use—1 vear after date of passage of the bill. 

Since we have worked very closely with the supervisor of the surplus 
property division of the Florida State Improvement Commission for a number 
of years, we have had many useful donations to vocational agriculture depart- 
ments throughout Florida. At the present time our program is expanding along 
with the rapid growth of Florida; and we are trying to get many new farm 
mechanics shops properly equipped so that they will be more conducive to an 
effective program in vocational agriculture, as taught throughout public schools 
of Florida. 

The enclosed telegram is self-explanatory and it will be greatly appreciated 
if you also can give your support to the bills which have been mentioned. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for the stanch support which 
you have given the vocational agriculture program at all times during the 
past. 

With best wishes, 

Yours sincerely, 
H. E. Woop, 
State Supervisor, Vocational Agriculture. 


(This letter sent to all Florida Senators and Representatives in Congress. ) 


FLormpA STATE IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION, 
Tallahassee, Fla., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BENNETT: H. R. 3322 was introduced January 31, 1955, by Congress- 
man John W. McCormack in behalf of the surplus property donation program. 
In his introductory statement, he eloquently expressed the great need for this 
congressional action. 

The program has rendered inestimable benefits to the educational and publie 
health programs of our State. H. R. 3322 will enable the improvement commis- 
sion, acting as the State agency for surplus property, to more effectively admin- 
ister the program and render a greater service to the people of our State through 
the enrichment of the educational and health opportunities of the State of 
Florida. 

We earnestly solicit your active support of this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
E. O. ROLLAND, 
Supervisor, Surplus Property Division. 





NEw York, N. Y., February 15, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

I urge your vigorous support of bill H. R. 3322. Educational and heaith or- 
ganizations whose maintenance services and instructional costs are tremendous 
need and deserve the assistance this measure will provide. 

LEwIs M. ScHorr. 
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UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, 
Gainesville, February 14, 1955. 
Hon. C. E. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BENNETT: Bill H. R. 3322 introduced in the House of 
Representatives by Congressman John W. McCormack is of vital interest to our 
university and other health and educational institutions. 

Attached is a copy of a letter sent last Friday to Hon. John W. McCormack, 
chairman, special subcommittee of House Committee on Government Operations, 
expressing our hope this bill will be successful. The surplus materials and 
equipment obtained from the various agencies are extremely beneficial to the 
university in conducting vital research and carrying on continued educational 
programs. The materials obtained are very helpful to educational institutions 
that are encountering continued student enrollment and provide classes in spe- 
cialized studies that could not otherwise be made available to them. 

In order to continue these programs it is hoped a bill will be passed whereby 
institutions for health and education will have a priority for surplus material 
prior to the time it is sold on the open market. The provision of an early title 
on personal and real property acquired will expand the latitude of use to the 
institutions and will aid materially in continued programs. At our institution 
there are countless examples of accomplishments made as a result of surplus 
material acquired. 

May I on behalf of the university and other health and educational institu- 
tions urge your support of this bill. If additional information is needed to sup- 
port this request, please feel free to call on me at any time. 

Respectfull yours, 


GEORGE F. BAUGHMAN, 
Vice President for Business Affairs. 


STATE OF CALIFORNTA, 
STATE EpUCATIONAL AGENCY FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 


February 2, 1955. 
Hon. Cuet Ho.irtecp, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Horirterp: I certainly appreciated the opportunity of talking with 
you last Friday morning, January 25, 1955. During our discussion, you re- 
quested that I send to you information concerning the amount of property 
which California has received under the donable surplus property program. 
Attached is a report, which has been prepared by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, showing the amount of personal property, the amount 
of real property and the total of both real and personal property received by all 
the States and Territories from July 1, 1946, through June 30, 1954. 

You will note that California is first in the amount of personal property 
received and fourth in the amount of real property received and second in the 
combined totals. The reason why California has not taken greater advantage 
of the real property is due to the rigid building requirements due to the earth- 
quake laws. Even so, the amount of real property received is appreciable. 

Beyond any doubt, the program has been of inestimable value to the education 
and public-health institutions in California. This is especially true of educa- 
tional institutions as approximately 90 percent of all personal property donated 
has gone to schools, colleges, and universities. 

The Department of Defense, Regulation 7420.1, which is a stock funding 
regulation, is more and more reducing the amount of property available for 
donation. 

Many millions of dollars of new and used good equipment and supplies, which 
are both useful and needed by education and public health, have been placed in 
the stock fund by the Department of Defense and sold during the past several 
months. 

I have been just advised that Congressman John McCormack introduced 
H. R. 3322 to amend the Federal Property and Administration Services Act of 
1949, as amended. This amendment, if enacted by the Congress, will redirect 
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the Department of Defense to make available for donation stock fund property. 
If there is any further information needed, please advise. 


Sincerely yours, 


W. A. FARRELL, 
Chief, Surplus Property Officer. 


Allocation of personal property and transfer of real property for educational and 
public health purposes, 1946 through Dec. 31, 1954 (acquisition cost) 
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May I urge your support of this bill which will insure a good program of surplus 
property for the public schools. 
Sincerely, 
KENNETH R. McNALt, 
Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Business. 






CHILDREN’S Hospirat Society or Los ANGELES, 


Los Angeles, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOMiFIEeLp, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Ho.irie_p: Children’s Hospital has participated in the surplus- 
property program since January 1951. We have found it to be a very desirable 
source of supply. 

We would sincerely appreciate your support of H. R. 3322 when it is presented 
to you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 













J. BE. Smits, Administrator. 








THE LUTHERAN CHURCH—MISsOURI SYNOD, 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DISTRICT, 
Los Angeles, Calif., February 14, 1955. 








Hon. CHet HO.Ltirte.p, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


HONORABLE Mr. HOLIFIELD: Representing the southern California district of 
the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, constituted of over 100 local congregations 
with a combined membership of 85,000, and in behalf of some 50 private schools 
maintained by that many of the above-mentioned churches, I am deeply interested 
in the passage of H. R. 3322. 

It is only fair that the surplus properties, with the distribution of which this 
bill is concerned, should be made available to our educational institutions, public 
and private, as well as to various health agencies at the lowest possible cost. 

I trust that in the best interest of the education and health of our country’s 


youth, you will see your way clear to lend your support to the passage of this 
legislation. 


Respectfully, 
















A. G. WEBBEKING, 
Mission and Stewardship Counselor. 










STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, February 16, 1955. 







Hon. JoHN W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McCormack: Please let me express my appreciation of your wire of 
February 10 relative to the hearing conducted on February 15 on House Resolu- 
tion 3322. 

In discussing this legislation with my directors I find that our people are 
fully advised as to the content of the proposed legislation and in the main are 
agreeable to it. 


Thank you for informing me, enabling me to discuss the matter with my staff. 
Sincerely yours, 

















ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, Governor. 






THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 16, 1955. 





Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1955, 


requesting the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 3322, a bill to 
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amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as 
to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus 
property for educational and public health purposes. 

The Department of Commerce would interpose no objection to enactment 
of legislation for this purpose. We wish, however, to make the following 
comments. 

We note that the bill as introduced would require a determination to be 
made that any excess property is not “usable and necessary for educational 
purposes” before it may be sold as surplus property. This categorical require- 
ment might cause undue hardship to agencies in the administration of their 
surplus-disposal program when the property to be disposed of is not suitable 
for the favored purposes. 

We also wish to point out that the legislation would not permit the United 
States to recover the fullest potential financial return from the sale of surplus 
property. We understand, however, that only some 5 percent of property excess 
to needs of the Department of Defense is currently being channeled to school 
and health programs. Whether or not this loss of revenue to the Govern- 
ment would be unduly detrimental to our fiscal policies would appear to be 
of primary concern to the Department of the Treasury. 

We also wish to point out the possibility that donations of stock-funded prop- 
erty might require reimbursement by appropriation from the Congress if the 
donation of surplus property impaired the capitalization of the stock fund to 
a significant degree. 

Subject to your consideration of these comments, this Department would 
interpose no objection to the enactment of legislation such as H. R. 3822. Due 
to the urgency of this matter, we have been unable to secure the advice of the 
Bureau of the Budget as to the relationship of H. R. 3322 to the program of 
the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER WILLIAMS, 
Acting Secretary of Commerce, 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed are letters I have received within the last few 
days in strong support of your bill H. R. 3322. They are indicative of the think- 
ing among the schoolmen of south Texas as to the extent of the benefits that 
could be accomplished by passage of this legislation. 

Many of these schools have been recipients of properties and closing the way 
to secure these goods has worked a hardship on hard-pressed educational 
institutions. But the sentiments of the whole area are fairly well expressed 
in these letters and I would appreciate your making them part of the record 
of testimony. 

Thanks for your cooperation and with my kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely. 
Jor M. Kirgore, Member of Congress. 


LA FERTA INDEPENDENT Scnoor, DISTRICT, 
La Feria, Tex., February 11, 1955. 
Representative Jor M. K1iicorr, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. KILcorE: T want to urge you to give all the support you can to H. R. 
8322, introduced by House Majority Leader John W. McCormack. This bill per- 
tains to the surplus donations to schools and unless we can carry on this program 
the “have-not” schools will be severely handicapped. This program is function- 
ing well in aiding schools and I think you ought to try to keep it working. 
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In my personal opinion, I think the Department of Defense is giving their own 
interpretation of Directive 7420.1 and it is high time someone in Washington 
asked these people to let the Congress interpret their own laws. 

Yours very truly, 


= 
C. E. VAIL, Superintendent. 


BROWNSVILLE CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Brownsville, Tex., February 12, 1955, 
Hon. Jor M. KILeore, 
House of Representatives, 
United States Congress, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: On behalf of the taxpayers and citizens of Brownsville, Tex., we 
would like to express our feeling concerning H. R. 3322. 

We feel that this bill will give back to the State and national institutions the 
rights they deserve in respect to surplus properties of the United States Govern- 
ment. 

We would like to encourage you to support this measure at any time you have 
the opportunity. 

Thanking you, we are, 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. PRITCHETT, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


HARLINGEN PusLic ScHnoors, 
Harlingen, Texr., February 12, 1955. 
Hon. Jor. M. KILeore, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. Kincore : In recent years the schoolchildren of these United 
States have enjoyed better school services because of the policy of giving to 
school districts surplus properties which were no longer of value to the Federal 
Government. Due to the directive of the Department of Defense, issued in 
February 1954, as Directive 7420.1, which has the ultimate effect of doing away 
with the policy of giving surplus properties to schools, schoolchildren will be 
deprived of valuable services. I am told authentically that Texas institutions 
last year lost more than a million dollars worth of new or good-as-new surplus 
items such as refrigerators, cafeteria and kitchen equipment, handtools, office 
machines, office furniture, and many other items which are badly needed by 
schools and hospitals. 


It is my opinion that H. R. 3322 and 8S. 1004 contain the provisions which will 
insure the continuance of the policy of giving surplus properties to schools and 


hospitals. Your serious consideration of these bills is invited. 
Sincerely yours, 


C. E. BuRNETT: 


Los FRESNOS INDEPENDENT ScHoor District, 
Los Fresnos, Ter., February 14, 1955. 
Re H. R. 3322. 
Representative Joe M. KILcore, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We believe H. R. 3322 to be of tremendous importance to the 
public schools of this Nation. 

To our certain knowledge, schools all around us have benefited greatly by being 
able to obtain donable items. Public schools, everywhere, are in need of all the 
help all agencies of all governmental bodies can give them. 

We have received many valuable items under the donation program, thus 
saving this school district money which was greatly needed for other things. 

We hope you will help push H. R. 3322 to its final passage. 

Respectfully yours, 


WALTER C. Corrs, Superintendent. 
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PAN AMERICAN COLLEGE, 
Edinburg, Tex., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. Joe Kincore, M. C., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. KILGORE. As you may know, educational institutions have profited 
considerably from the donation of surplus property by the various Federal 
agencies, especially from installations of the armed services. Recently Depart- 
ment of Defense directive 7420.1 has directed that all surplus property be sold 
and not donated. This is closing, unnecessarily I think, a needed source of sup- 
plies for our hard-pressed educational institutions. Representative John W. 
McCormack introduced on January 31, H. R. 3322 which apparently will ac- 
complish needed improvements in the donation program. 

I should like you to investigate its merits and to give it your support if it seems 
as helpful to you as it does to us. We appreciate your services to the people of 
this district. 

Sincerely, 
H. A. Hopaes, Vice President. 


ee 


EDINBURG CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Edinburg, Tez., February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JOr KILGORE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Kiteore: As a participant in the program of the Texas Surplus 
Property Agency, we are especially appreciative of the program’s value. That 
surplus property can be donated to schools rather than sold makes sense. The 
school acquires that property which can be converted into maximum and imme- 
diate use and the benefits of such property are to the greatest possible number of 
people and directly or indirectly to a particular segment, namely, our young peo- 
ple, for whom every reasonable investment has the highest justification. 

Sold property, on the other hand, is more likely to go into the hands of indi- 
vidual dealers, not to be converted into immediate and maximum use, not to 
benefit a large group, and generally not to contribute to an improved program 
and facilities for young people. Furthermore, sold surplus property cannot 
have, in most cases, other than a deteriorating effect on more normal trade 
channels. 

For the reasons stated above, we wish to: 

1. Urge our Senators, Lyndon B. Johnson and Price Daniel, to support Senate 
bill 1004; 

2. Urge our Representative, Joe Kilgore, to support House bill 3322; 

3. Commend the work of the Honorable John W. McCormack, M. C., chairman, 
special subcommittee of House Committee on Government Operations ; 

4. Thank Senator Price Daniel for cosponsoring Senate bill 1004; 

5. Thank Congressman John W. McCormack and Senator John McClellan, for 
introducing House bill 3322 and Senate bill 1004, respectively; and 

6. Assure all concerned that our schools are able to make immediate and 
maximum use of the property they have been receiving and that they have great 
need for the property. Through the help of our own Texas Surplus Property 
Agency in screening and selecting materials for us on the basis of our applica- 
tions, we hope to have two more classrooms constructed and available for use 
of our children by September 1, 1955, than we would otherwise have. This we 
believe to be a most important consideration, especially in view of the fact we 
shall still have a 14-classroom shortage. 

Sincerely yours, 
OHLAND Morton, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


( Norr.—Letters identical to the above were received from Thomas 
S. Pickens, assistant superintendent, and Charles E. Koen, superin- 
tendent of buildings and grounds, both of Edinburg Consolidated 
Independent School District.) 
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SOUTHWESTERN CHRISTIAN COLLEGE, 
Terrell, Tex., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. JOE KILGORE, 
United States Representative, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Joe: Permit me to congratulate you upon the great honor recently con- 
ferred you by the citizens of your congressional district. 

During recent years the schools and colleges of the United States have been 
fortunate enough to receive many items of essential equipment and materials 
declared surplus by various agencies and departments of Government. Since, 
in most instances, these institutions would have been unable to pay for this 
equipment, the program actually was a godsend to education in this country. 
At the time I served as superintendent of schools in Mission, Tex., those schools 
received industrial arts equipment and furniture valued at approximately 
$100,000. This equipment had been declared surplus by the Government, and is 
still in use, and will be in use for many years by the schools, thereby making it 
possible for the citizenship of that area to receive training that would have been 
impossible otherwise. 

That program has been seriously injured within the last year because of the 
infamous directive 7420.1, which authorized a revision of the procurement, 
accounting for, and disposal of personal property by the establishment of stock 
funds. This directive directs that all stock-funds surplus be sold; it cannot be 
donated. This means that the schools and colleges of the Nation will be in 
position to receive nothing from the military except scrap and salvage. Certainly 
America can be better served by making this equipment available to its schools 
and colleges at no cost than to stockpile it and sell it to speculators at a very low 
price. 

The House of Representative’s bill, H. R. 3322, introduced by House Majority 
Leader John W. McCormack, will correct this situation. The companion bill is 
S. 1004, introduced by Senator McClellan, of Arkansas. 

This college and your many friends in the educational profession will appre- 
ciate your vigorously supporting H. R. 3322 and using your influence among your 
friends of the Senate for S. 1004. 

Wishing you well in your new responsibilities, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
H. L. Barser, President. 





TEXAS COLLEGE OF ARTS AND INDUSTRIES, 
Kingsville, Texr., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. Joe. KILGorg, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR JOE: Your wholehearted support of House of Representatives bill 3322 
iS earnestly requested. A donation program of surplus properties to educational 
institutions would be an inexpensive way by which the Government could assist 
with problems which are arising from the great influx of students. Much of 
surplus, which has little value otherwise, could be used advantageously by the 
school. You have my personal regards and best wishes. bias 

Very sincerely, 


ERNEST H. Poreer, President. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 17, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMAck, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMack: I appreciated the opportunity to appear 
before your committee on February 15 to testify in support of H. R. 3322, for 
the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health purposes 

Enactment of this proposal is of great importance to school and health agen- 
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cies in my district, and I would like to have the further opportunity to file with 
the committee the enclosed expressions of views on this measure, as received in 
recent days.’ 
I hope this additional evidence may be of value to the committee in deter- 
mining on a favorable recommendation on the bill. 
Very truly yours, 
B. F. Sisk, Member of Congress. 


MERCED, CALir., February 10—1: 17 p. m. 
Hon. B. F. SIsk, 
Congressman, 12th District, Calif., 
Washington, D. C.: 
Appreciate the urge your support of H. R. 3322 and S. 1004 bills when pre- 
sented for action. 
BoarD OF EDUCATION, MERCED ScHoo.t DIstTRIcT 
W. Max SMITH, SUPERINTENDENT 


FRESNO, CaLir., February 12. 
CONGRESSMAN B. F. SIsK, 
{32 House Office Building: 

In the past many of our valley educational and public health institutions have 
been greatly benefited by the surplus-property program. There will be two 
bills coming before the legislators in the near future on surplus-property program. 
They are House bill 322 and Senate bill 1004. I urge your support on these 
amendments to Public Law 152. 

HARRY GOWER, 
Principal, Washington Union High School District. 


SANGER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Sanger, Calif., February 11, 1959. 
Hon. Congressman B., F.. Sisk, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mr. Stsk: Our schools have benefited in the past from the surplus- 
property program and we wish it continued. I would appreciate your support 
on House bill 3322 when it comes before House for action. 

Thanking you, I remain, 

Yours sincerely, 
HARRISON R. TYNER, Superintendent. 


(Letter received by Mr. Sisk from Frank M. Wright, associate 
superintendent of Public School Administration, State of California, 
identical to that inserted in record by Mr. Moss, is noted at this point.) 


CENTRAL UNION HiguH SCHOOL, 
Fresno, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
Congressman, 12th District of California, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sirs: We are advised that Mr. McCormack, Congressman from Massa- 
chusetts, introduced H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949, Public Law 152, so as to improve the admin- 
istration of the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational 
purposes. This bill will also provide that surplus property classified as stock- 
fund property which was useful and needed will be donated for educational 
purposes. 

May we respectfully urge that you support this bill. The schools have very 
materially benefited by the use of surplus property, both materials of instruc- 





1 Included in this correspondence is a letter from Frank M. Wright, associate superintend- 
ent of public school administration, Department of Education, State of California. This 
letter is identical with letter inserted in the record of hearing on February 17, 1955. 
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tion and equipment which was donated by the armed services. The Central 
Union High School is far better equipped because of such donations than would 
be the case had the school not been able to secure these materials and equipment 
on a donation basis. 

Your assistance in this matter will make a contribution to education and thus 
be a real service to our boys and girls. 

Very truly yours, 
W. H. SPrLyers, 
District Superintendent, Central Union High School. 


CLOVIS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, 
Clovis, Calif., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
United States Congressman, Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE Sik: The board of trustees of the Clovis Elementary School would 
greatly appreciate your support of House bill 3322. We feel much surplus mate- 
rial can and will be made available to schools if this bill is enacted into law. 

Sincerely, 
GLENN D. REAvVIs, 
District Superintendent, Clovis Elementary School. 





STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, 
Olympia, Wash., February 14, 1955. 
Subject : H. R. 3322. 
Hon. JACK WESTLAND, 
The House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

DeaAR Srr: You will recall the recent exchange of correspondence relative to 
the surplus property distribution here in the State of Washington. By reason 
of your expressed interest in the operation of this program, you may wish 
to have the department’s observations on the subject legislation introduced by 
Representative John W. McCormack. 

Generally speaking, our State institutions, hospitals, and schools have profited 
measurably in the distribution of Federal surplus. We heartily endorse the 
continuation and, if such is practicable, the expansion of this program. Our 
endorsement is not prompted by a philosophy of seeking a handout from Fed- 
eral agencies, but rather is induced by what appears as a reasonable thought 
that the State tax-supported agencies may properly be accorded prior rights 
in acquiring Federal surplus ahead of the junk dealers and others whose 
sole interest is a private gain. 

As to the proposed legislation, above referenced, it is our understanding that 
this legislation will improve the techniques of channeling Federal surplus items 
to State tax-supported agencies after they have been screened for a possible 
use at the Federal level. If, in your considered opinion, we have fairly ap- 
pratsed the subject bill, we should like to express to you a favorable attitude 
on our part toward H. R. 3322. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
H. D. VAN Eaton, Director. 


KING@’s GARDEN, 
Seattle 33, Wash., February 18, 1955. 
Congressman JACK WESTLAND, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WESTLAND: I am writing to you in reference to House 
bill H. R. 3322. 

We operate a private, Christian, charitable school, helping boys and girls 
from broken homes. We are very concerned about the present surplus program. 
It would have been most difficult to start our school, had we not received help 
through the school surplus program. 


59322—55——18 
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We believe that this present House bill should receive your full cooperation 
as our State alone has saved hundreds of thousands of dollars, and benefited 
our Nation in every way. 

Will you please do what you can to see that this bill is passed, so that we 
might continue to receive surplus materials we need to operate our school 
successfully? 

Sincerely yours, 
Mike Martin, Director. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any other witnesses who are not con- 
nected with the Government, any person who desires to be heard? 
We do not want to deny anyone that privilege—that is, the oppor- 
tunity of presenting their views, if they desire to do so. 

We will now be very glad to hear from you, Mr. Keogh. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN L. KEOGH, DIRECTOR OF STORAGE, 
DISTRIBUTION, AND DISPOSAL, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE, SUPPLIES, AND LOGISTICS; ACCOMPANIED 
BY RALPH C. SPENCER, STAFF DIRECTOR; JOHN W. SUNDSTROM, 
CHIEF, DISPOSAL DIVISION; JAMES P. NASH, ATTORNEY, OFFICE 
OF GENERAL COUNSEL; AND WILLARD 0. VICKERS, GENERAL 
COUNSEL’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Kroeu. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to address myself, briefly, to section 
1 of H. R. 3322 which provides that no property shall be sold as 
surplus until it has been determined by, or under regulations of the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare whether such property 
is usable and necessary for educational or public-health purposes. 

The effect of this provision would be to require the Department of 
Defense, among other Federal agencies, prior to the disposal by sale 
of any item of surplus personal property, to await the determination 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare that such an 
item is or is not property useable and necessary for educational or 
public-health purposes. No distinction is made as to the types of 
items on which such determinations would be made nor is any limita- 
tion set on the time which the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare would have in making its review. 

The proposal would vest in that Department the authority to screen 
all surplus personal property indefinitely against potential donation 
requirements. This could result in greatly increased costs to the 
Department of Defense incident to storing and maintaining the 
property, awaiting a determination as to its donability, and could 
seriously slow up and possibly result in a stagnation of our present 
surplus property disposal processes. 

Under the Federal Property Act, the Administrator of General 
Services presently has the authority to establish reasonable time limi- 
tations on screening excess property among Federal agencies, includ- 
mg the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and to deter- 
mine the degree of screening necessary. Section 1 of the proposed 
bill would make the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
paramount in this area insofar as it affected thé screening of property 
for potential donation. 

To this time the present procedures established by the regulations 
of the General Services Administrator provide for what has been 
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considered adequate review by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare of surplus personal property for possible donation. That 
Department receives listings of the most desirable surplus personal 
property, as reported to the General Services Administration, and 
has the opportunity prior to its being released for sale to identify 
that property which would be suitable for donation. The Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare also has the opportunity to select 
for donation surplus personal property at camps, posts, and bases 
prior to its being advertised for sale. The latter constitutes 80 per- 
cent of all surplus personal property and is not reported to the Gen- 
eral Services Administration for central screening under its regu- 
lations. Under present procedures there is a practical time limit 
when screening for utilization or donation of such property ceases, 
after which the property may be sold. 

Therefore, insofar as the proposed legislation affects the donation 
of surplus personal property generally, it is recommended that sec- 
tion 1 of the bill be amended so as to leave within the Administrator 
of General Services the authority to establish reasonable screening 
procedures for determining the donability of such property. This 
can be accomplished by the suggested amendment to this section set 
forth in the Department of Defense report to your committee on 
this legislation. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you want to ask any questions, Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. Not at the moment. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

Mr. McCormack. The Defense Department is down now to one 
proposition ? 

Mr. Kroc. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Is it your construction of H. R. 3322 that it in 

any way replaces the existing power authority in law to establish 
reasonable time limitation in the ser eening of excess property ? 

Mr. Keocu. The way I understand it, “Mr. C hairman, no property 
could be sold until after it is screened by the Department of Health, 
“ducation, and Welfare. There would be no time limit on the 
screening. 

Mr. McCormack. None of the other departments or agencies that 
were present seemed to think so. H. R. 3322 would present no difficulty 
in connection with that particular as spect. 

Mr. Krocu. Well, the bill provides, I believe, that nothing would be 
sold—no property would be sold until it is determined whether 
or not 

Mr. McCormack. Then, of course, the existing Federal Property 
Act provides for the establishment and issuance of reasonable limi- 
tations: does it not ? 

I was wondering where this bill affects any authority in relation 
to established reasonable time limitations on screening, and so forth— 
where it affects in any way. 

Mr. Krocu. May I refer that to Mr. Nash, the General Counsel’s 
office? 

Mr. McCormack. Certainly; go right ahead. 

Mr. Nasu. My name is James P. Nash, from the Office of the Gen- 
eral Counsel, Department of Defense. 
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Mr. Chairman, if we read this bill correctly, it would require, prior 
to the sale of any onan property, that that property be reviewed by 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, to determine 
whether it can be donated to schools, institutions. 

The bill would amend subsection 203 (j) 2. Subsection 203 (j) 1 
provides that such property may be donated at the discretion of 
General Services Administrator but we feel that if this legislation 
were enacted that it would be mandatory upon the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, at least they would have the final 
say as to whether all property should first be submitted to them for 
donation. 

Mr. McCormack. I thoroughly respect your views and the views 
of what I assume are the views of the attorneys in the Defense De- 
partment, who have considered this question, but it does not seem to 
me that H. R. 3322 in any way prevents the establishment of regula- 
tions to prov ide for a reasonable time limitation for screening surplus 
property. 

Mr. Nasu. I think those regulations could be established but they 
would be established by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, as to the donable property. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you realize, of course, that a considerable 
part of the excess property in the Defense Department, nobody would 
be interested in it, anyway ? 

Mr. Nasu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. That, of course, has been taken care of in the 
past very. quickly, has it not? 

Mr. Nasu. Yes. Under regulations of the General Services Admin- 
istrator. 

Mr. McCormack. I know of no intention to interfere with the 
orderly procedure of disposing of surplus property that is not usable 
under the donable program. I think that you are raising a question 
that certainly does not exist. 

On the other hand, I respect that in your mind you do think it 
does exist. 

Mr. Krocu. That is our concern. 

Mr. McCormack. It is worthy of consideration. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I was here the other day when Mr. Pearson was 
speaking to this very point. He referred ‘to it as a potential pro- 

cedural delay which, in effect, would defeat what we are really inter- 
ested in, in this bill, in getting the property identified more quickly 
and to the people who might ‘be the potential donees. He referred 
to it asa “procedural delay.” 

Mr. McCormack. I am sure, but I want to find out from Mr. 
Pearson who has a very different mind of his own just what he 
ineant by that phrase “procedural delay.’ 

Let me ask you this: An amendment has been suggested. Have 
you a copy of the bill before you ? 

Strike out the first section (page 1, line 3, to page 2, line 7) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: That paragraph (1) of subsection (j) of section 203 of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended (1) 
by inserting after “other supplies” the following: “(whether or not capitalized 
in a working-capital or similar management-type fund),” and (2) by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: “In determining whether or not 
property is to be donated under this subsection, no distinction shall be made 
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between property So in a working-capital fund established pursuant to 
section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, or any similar 
Inanagement-type fund, and any other property.” 

And strike out section 4 (page 3, lines 5 through 9). 

I might say, gentlemen, that the respective agencies and depart- 
ments, without any of them committing themselves, have drafted that 
as the result of a conference with representatives of all the interested 
agencies, other than the Department of Defense. The reason they 
were not included is that primarily your testimony had not been 
completed. We intended that the Defense Department be consulted. 

That is, from the legal standpoint, what would be your opinion ‘ 
Would your opinion be the same, assuming that the subcommittee 
was to adopt that amendment ? 

Mr. Nasu. I think, Mr. Chairman, as far as the point that Mr. 
Keogh is addressing himself to, this amendment would take care 
of that. 

Mr. McCormack. If that is so, assuming it is adopted, that seems 
as though the one point that Mr. Keogh has addressed the committee 
on would seem to concern the Defense Department, would be 
reasonably met; would it not? 

Mr. Kroon. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. I am not asking you to go on record as favoring 
it. You could not do that, but it would be perfectly proper for you, 
in your testimony, to say that it meets the point without being con- 
strued that you gentlemen are commiting the Department to this pro- 
posed or suggested amendment being presented to you only this 
morning. 

I say “that to protect your position. 

Mr. Krocu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. That is a fair statement to make to protect you 
ee in your appearance before the subcommittee this morning. 

Mr. Nasu. Yes. 

Mr. Kroon. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. Is there anything else that either you or any of 
your assistants, those associated with you, would like to say? We 
would be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Krogu. There was testimony as to the amount of donations, 
Mr. Chairman, and as to the merchandising methods or the quality of 
merchandising that has been done here. 

I have some figures showing the trend of donations for educational 
and public health institutions by quarters starting in the fiscal year 
of 1954. You may be interested in those figures. 

Mr. McCormack. It happens that my attention was concentrated 
on another matter. Would you repeat that for my benefit, please ? 

Mr. Keocu. This is the trend of donations of the Defense Depart- 
ment surplus property to educational, health, and welfare institutions, 
starting with the fiscal year 1954, which shows the upward trends. 

Mr. McCormack. We have gone into that. I think everybody 
agrees that there was an upward trend in what you might term dollar 
value, but there was a downward trend in percentage value or percent- 
agewise. 

Mr. Kroeu. I think that Mr. Spencer has some figures on the per- 
centage. 
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Mr. McCormack. If you want to, and you feel it is proper to put it 
in the record, of course you are entitled to do so. 

Mr. Krocu. The first quarter of 1954, the donations to educational- 
health institutions was $11,500,000; in the second quarter of 1954, 
$12,100,000; in the third quarter, $17,900,000; in the fourth quarter, 


$19,200,000. 
In the first quarter, 1955, $29,400,000; in the second quarter, 1955, 
$28,300,000. 


And for entire 1954, the fiscal year, a total of $60,700,000. 

And for the first 6 months of 1955 it was $57,700,000, or an annual 
rate of $115,400,000. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that the acquisition value or what ? 

Mr. Kroeu. Yes; that is acquisition value. 

Mr. McCormack. What would be the fair value? Have you any 
determination on that ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We do not have the fair value. 

Mr. KrocH. We would not know what the fair value is. 

Mr. McCormack. You have given enough information. It is the 
acquisition value. 

Mr. Moss. I have one question. I may lack familiarity that would 
answer it in my own mind. How do we know what the figures are for 
the second quarter of 1955 when we have not as yet completed the first 
quarter ? 

Mr. Krocu. That is the fiscal year? 

Mr. Moss. The fiscal year. 

Mr. Kerocu. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Go ahead. 

Mr. Spencer. I would like to give that. The percentages of dona- 
tions of total surplus available during the calendar year 1951 was 
5 percent; 1952, 5.2 percent; 1953, 5.1 percent; 1954, 6.4 percent. Those 
are the percentages of the surplus available that were donated in 
those years. 

Mr. McCormack. I take it that the Department is not opposed to 
the bill or its purposes ? 

Mr. Kroc. We are not opposed to donations; no. 

Mr. McCormack. And your Department wants the cooperation to 
the fullest extent possible consistent with other necessities in the whole 
program ¢ 

Mr. Krocu. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. There has been, of course, difficulty the last year; 
you know that? ‘ 

Mr. Spencer. I think that we need to say, of course, in the matter 
of stock funds, the comptroller’s responsibility for the integrity of 
the stock fund is of particular concern to him. ere 

The whole concept of donation, as evidenced by what has been ac- 
complished here on our part, would indicate that we are wholeheart- 
edly in favor of doing all that can be done. 

Mr. McCormack. We will not go into that. We have the picture. 

I might also state, gentlemen, that I would like to get your views 
as to some other amendments that have been suggested, and, I might 
say, have been carefully worked out. , 

The committee, of course, will consider them. 

One reads as follows: 
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Strike out sentence beginning on page 2, line 23, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “Such cooperative agreements may provide for utilization by such 
Federal agency, without payment or reimbursement, of the property, facilities, 
personnel, and services of the State agency in carrying out such program, and 
for making available to such State agency, without payment or reimbursement, 
property, facilities, personnel, or services of such Federal agency in connection 
with such utilization.” 

I realize that does not so much directly concern the Department of 
Defense as it does the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
representing the Federal Government. 

I want to advise you that this has been suggested. If you have 
any comments to make, we would like to receive them. If not, we 
understand your position. 

Mr. Krocu. We have no comments. 

Mr. McCormack. That is something that does not directly affect the 
Department of Defense. 

Mr. Kerocu. Right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. And in no way would that amendment interfere 
with the main observation that you made. 

Mr. Keocu. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. We also have an amendment which has been 
suggested as follows 

At the end of section 2 (page 2, line 12) insert the following: “The amendment 
made by this section shall be effective with respect to property transferred after 
the date of enactment of this Act.” 

Have you any comment that you want to make on that ? 

Mr. Krocu. No. 

Mr. McCormack. That does not directly affect the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. Kroeu. Mr. Chairman, it does not. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you any estimate—the best you can—of 
the volume of property which will be declared by the services this 
calendar year to be surplused? I am including in and out of stock 
funds. 

Mr. Kroeu. The estimate is about $2 billion again this year. We 
do not have any exact figures on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Can you give us any idea how many persons are 
employed by the Department of Defense in this particular work? 

Mr. Kroeu. In the entire program, Mr. Chairman 

I believe that Mr. Sundstrom might be able to answer that. 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. Sir, we do not have an accurate number on how 

many we have throughout the Department of Defense, but generally, 
our estimate of the services are that there are approximately five to 
six hundred disposal offices. The number of persons that they have 

rary from 1 assistant as a secretary, up to 14 or 15 persons, many of 
whom are laborers, working in scrapyards, so that it is very difficult 
to judge because we do not have it accurs ately. 

We also have difficulty in determining that for the reason that num- 
bers of persons are on a part-time basis. They have disposal in addi- 
tion to other duties. 

‘ We just do not have an accurate total man-year figure. 

With the development of Operation Clean Sweep, we have had 
to put on additional personnel in certain areas. 

And when I say “We” I am talking about the services. 
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As you probably are well aware, we generated a good deal more 
excess property, war surplus, during this past year. In handling 
personnel they have increased it. That generally is about as good 
an estimate as we can give you at this time. 

Mr. McCormack. Are those civilians you are referring to? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. The bulk of them are civ ‘lians—probably 80 to 90 
percent civilians. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there military personnel also used ? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. Yes, there are—both on staff and as disposal offi- 
cers at camps, posts, stations, bases, et cetera. 

Mr. McCormack. The information you just gave, is that confined 
to the civilians? It does not include the military 7) 

Mr. Sunpstrom. No, sir; that would be the aggregate. I am talk- 
ing about the manpower, rather than civilian or military manpower. 

Mr. McCormack. There would probably be several thousand 
involved ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Conceivably. 

Mr. McCormack. Several thousand is very vague. Could you break 
it down and give us a little more specific infor mation? Would it be 
two, or three, or four, or five, or up to seven or eight thousand ? 

Mr. Sunnstrrom. No, sir; that, I think, is probably a figure close 
to 2,000, which would be closer, about as exact an estimate as we can 
make. That is fairly conservative. 

Mr. McCormack. Can you give us any idea as to the total annual 
cost ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. No, sir. A large number of the people who are 
classified as “disposal people” are scrap-yard laborers who work on 
an hourly wage basis and who are hired from time to time. The 
services might quarrel with me on this, but from the personal obser- 

vation standpoint, from what I have learned I would say that the 
average military personnel was of the rank of about a first lieutenant 
or the equivalent in the other services; that the average top-graded 
civilian ranged all the way from a grade 5 in the civil-service structure 
to about a grade 11, in a few places. 

Mr. McCormack. What rank of officer? Who conducts the sales, 
the military or the civilians? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. It is a responsibility, of course, of the command- 
ing officer, who in many instances, has a military man as the head 
disposal chief. Then, for ¢ ontinuity purposes, he has a civilian chief 
as a rule who represents the continuity at the camp, post, station, or 
depot. 

Mr. McCormack. So that the sale is under the military ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kroeu. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. What grade officer usually does the actual con- 
duct of it—what rank of officer ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. More often a first lieutenant. or captain, Army 
grade, or the equivalent in the other services. Sometimes, they go 
as high as a commander in the Navy and majors in the Army. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the commanding officer in whose 
jurisdiction the sale is being made delegates it to someone down the 
line ¢ 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Not entirely, sir. He has to assume a lot of initia- 
tive and responsibility “to be sure” for the sale. However, involved 
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in the instance of the Army, of course, is the contracting officer in 
the procurement office who will usually contract for such arrangements 
as command contracts. 

Mr. McCormack. What is the salary of the average disposal officer 
or what is it of the civilian / 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. For the reasons that I have mentioned, it varies 
all the way from 5 to about grade il and the average would probably 
be grade 7 or 8, plus or minus, $4,500 a year. 

Mr. McCormack. In connection with the disposal of property auc- 
tioneers are used / 

Mr. Scnpsrrom. That is right, in some instances. We have a figure 
of 14 percent of our property being sold—that is acquisjtion cost—by 
the auction method in the calendar. year 1954. In other words, 86 per- 
cent of the property is sold by competitive sealed bids or other 
methods. 

Mr. McCormack. What do the auctioneers receive ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That also varies. They compete for the privilege 
of conducting these auction sales. In competing, as they do, the fee 
that they get is much smaller in one instance than in another. It 
has varied all the way from actual losses on the part of some of the 
auctioneers to $7,000 or $8,000 for 2 or 3 sales, if the amount of the 
property was large. 

Mr. McCormack. In the annual cost, does that include the $40 mil- 
lion of receipts used for the purpose ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. No, sir. Not in the auctions. 

You may be interested in this. We ran a tabulation on 22 of the 
auctions that the Navy and the Air Force held. They sold $81 mil- 
lion worth of property, in these 22 sales, and the net proceeds of those 
sales averaged 13.9 percent. 

I know there is considerable interest on the part of the committee 
in the auction sales method. 

Mr. McCormack. You say the net proceeds? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. The other day we could not get any figures about 
the net proceeds from the Dep: artment of Defense; said that you could 
not break it down very well. Do you now say net proceeds? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. I do not believe that the Department of Defense, 
represented by supplies and logistics testified the other day. 

Mr. McCurmack. Does that include 201 (¢) property ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Exchange sale? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that not mostly new property ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I do not know that it is mostly new property. 
There has been a lot of new property in the few cases, I think, par- 
ticularly a Navy sale in Rhode Island, and one in Port Hueneme, 
Calif., where there was considerable new property. I am told, also— 
this is very informal to be sure—that it is a very incidental part, that 
is, the value of the exchange sale property in this total—it is an inci- 
dental part of over a billion dollars worth of property sold during 
the past year, for example. 

Mr. Moss. Occasionlly, lots are withdrawn prior to the completion 
of the sale at these auctions. What is the criteria used when you with- 
draw from the sale an auction offering ? 
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Mr. Keocu. I should like for Mr. Sundstrom to answer that. __ 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. Our policy in the Department of Defense since 
last July has specified that the lots will not normally be withdrawn 
once they are advertised for sale. In the few instances where the 
amount of withdrawal was needed to meet a military requirement, we 
have pulled some of the property, but I do not think that in any case 
have we pulled all of the property. 

I can think of an instance of a sale last spring when we had a large 
quantity of wire rope at Lathrop, Calif. We did pull part of that, 
because of a generated requirement. 

Mr. Moss. In other words, the needs of the service would be the 
only time that you would withdraw a lot and if it does not produce 
enough at bid, do you withdraw it ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Oh, yes, sir. If they do not meet an upset price, 
that is set for every lot. 

Mr. Moss. What is the criteria there—is there any general rule, or is 
one applied ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. It is a matter of judgment on the part of the dis- 
posal officers who are familiar with the local market conditions, what 
the property would normally sell for on a sealed-bid basis. 

The Fanti are the condition of the property, the quantity of it, et 
cetera, if it does not meet an upset price that he establishes on it, then 
itis withdrawn from sale. 

Normally, you will readvertise it and an attempt is made to sell it 
later. 

Mr. Moss. There is no general rule laid down by the Defense De- 
partment as to the percentage that must be realized of the value ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. No. 

Mr. Srencer. There is one other point that withdrawals might oc- 
cur in, that is, in the case of impact on industry. Sometimes the 
property is listed for sale in an auction before we are able to expedite 
the action, and in a very few cases, we have had to withdraw property 
from an auction because it was judged to be an impact on an industry 
and we had to make other provisions for its disposal, but there have 
been very few cases. 

Mr. McCormack. My impression was that under the law the Gen- 
eral Services Administration would be the disposal agency of surplus 
property. 

Mr. Srencer. That has been delegated to the Department of De- 
fense. 

Mr. McCormack. By whom? 

Mr. Spencer. By agreement with General Services Administration 
and ourselves. 

Mr. McCormack. When was that agreement arrived at ? 

Mr. Krocn. Mr. Chairman, that was between Mr. Mansure and Mr. 
Thomas, who was then Assistant Secretary of Defense on January 11, 
1954. 

Mr. McCormack. Congress intended the General Services Admin- 
istration to be the disposal agency. Are you speaking of an agree- 
ment where the General Services Administration have a voice in 
either advising or in any way collaborating with the Defense De- 
partment to see that the fair value was received on the surplus prop- 
erty sold? 
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Mr. Keocu. Substantially, all directives or instructions are either 
the result of joint efforts with General Services Administration or 
they have reviewed them or concurred in them. 

Any directions or instructions that have been put out by the De- 
fense Department 

Mr. McCormack. I mean, take these sales, these big bulk sales, does 
General Services Administration have any voice at all in determining 
whether the taxpayers are getting back a fair price? Let me ask 
the General Services Administration representative on that. Is that 
so—have you any voice / 





FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN THOMAS, DIRECTOR, PERSONAL 
PROPERTY UTILIZATION DIVISION, FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY 
CHARLES GASQUE, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL; AND LOUIS 
TUTTLE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Tuomas. Not directly, sir. We are not in it at the time of the 
planning of the sale. 


Mr. McCormack. You are not what? 

Mr. THomas. Not directly. We are not in at the time of the plan- 
ning of the sale of an agency. The sale is developed and planned 
and advertised. We are not in at that initial stage. 

I would like to say that to my knowledge, I have no knowledge of 
any special delegation which might have been indicated here to the 
Department of Defense. We have delegated the authority for disposal 
in all instances, but there has been no special designation. 

Mr. McCormack. In connection with the other agencies, does the 
General Services Administration retain any power? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, we do not. We have delegated that across the 
board to all agencies to make their own disposal. But we still try to 
supervise to the best of our ability with the funds that we have. 

Mr, McCormack. That is important, of course, with the funds you 
have. Does that have anything to do with this delegation, the fact 
that you have not got the funds ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I did not understand the question, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. I will not press that question. 

The Department of Defense has the greatest bulk or percentage of 
surplus property / 

Mr. Tuomas. That is right—that is correct. 
largest majority of it. 

Mr. McCormack. The other departments are not so large in volume? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, not in comparison. The one nearest to the De- 
fense Department is the Atomic Energy Commission, and then they 
fall down in line according to the amount they generate, such as the 
agencies like Agriculture, Commerce, and so forth and so on, but the 
Department of Defense does develop the largest amount of surplus. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Spencer. On that matter of the relationship of General Ser- 
vices Administration’s amounts in relation to our own, it might be 
interesting for you to have this information. In 1953 we had 550 

million and General Services Administration, according to their in- 
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formation, had one million nine. In 1954 we had $1,184 million in 
sales, and they had $5 million. 

The ratio in the case of the latter is 237 to 1. I know of no case 
where General Services Administration has asked for participation in 
any of these activities. They would have been welcome. In every case 
where their interests are concerned, we have either by agreement or 
by referring to them, given them an opportunity to have their say in 
these matters. 

Mr. McCormack. Is the agreement now being revised ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. I know of no agreement of the disposal that is being 
revised unless General Services Administration is initiating it. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you know anything about that ? 

Mr. Tuomas. We are working within General Services Administra- 
tiononasales plan. It is w ithin ourselves. We have not gone outside 
of the agency with it. We feel, being charged with the responsibility 
by Congress—that is, the direction and supervision of sales—that 
we must, at all times, have on hand a sales program. We are working 
with that. We are developing it, but as I say, it has not gotten beyond 
General Services Administration. 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. In this last year we have worked cooperatively 
with General Services Administration on all of our instructions which 
directly affect the sales of surplus. Iam sure that they would be quick 
to acknowledge that in the development of our merchandising plan 
which is our basic policy guidance on the sales of surplus, they had the 
opportunity to comment, 1 Teview and to concur. 

In other matters, such as directives that we have put out on scrap, 
demilitarization and other facets of the merchandising program we 
have worked very cooperatively with them. As a matter of fact, with 

respect to the Joint Industry Advisory Committee on the disposal of 
surplus personal property, the membership of that Committee, se- 
lected from industry, was selected by Mr. Mansure and Mr. Pike. 

It is our joint committee. They consider surplus disposal pro- 
grams. From time to time General Services Administration may 
share the le: adership situation. Mr. Mansure is the vice chairman of 
that committee. 

This is just to clarify the record with regard to our cooperation on 
the sales of surplus. 

Mr. Krocu. I might point out that Mr. Spencer is chairman of that 
committee. I would like to read about four names here to give you 
some idea who those people are. There is Mr. Wheelock H. Bingham, 
president of R. H. Macy & Co.; there is Mr. L. D. Greene, who is a 
member of the Hoover Commission task force on disposal; Mr. Carl 
Kresl, formerly of Sears, Roebuck & Co., who is on the Hoover task 
force for disposal; Mr. James L. Palmer, president of Marshall, Field 
& Co. 

Those are just some of the names that are on this Industry Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. Spencer, staff director here for the disposal division was ~— 
to us by Sears, Roebuck & Co. He has been in just under a yea He 
has had 27 years of merchandising experience with the last OL years 
with Sears, Roebuck, as a top executive in the merchandising field. 
He has been responsible for carrying on this program in merchandis- 
ing. 
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Mr. McCormack. Mr. Thomas, you wanted to make a statement ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I would like to state here, and back up the statement 
made by Mr. Sundstrom, that since I have been at the staff office of 
General Services Administration since last July, that we have had 
very fine relationships with the Department of Defense, supply and 
logistics. However, I will say that at times they have not gotten the 
word down from the top level. 

In each instance, where we brought it to the attention of the gentle- 
men who are here this morning, we have had the finest type of coop- 
eration from them. 

Mr. Kroeu. I would like for the record, to put in the same response 
for the Department of Defense; that is, our Department. We have 
had the finest of working relations with General Services Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have any figures with you showing what you 
realized on the sale at Sharpe General Depot, Lathrop, Calif., for the 
last year? 

Mr. Spencer. That was held in April of 1954. 

Mr. Moss. October 25 and 26. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We do not have that. 

Mr. Spencer. I do not believe I have it. 

Mr. Moss. $26 million sale, acquisition cost, billed as the biggest 
public auction in United States Army history, Operation Jumbo. 

Mr. Spencer. We do not have those figures here. 

Mr. Moss. I wonder if we might have those figures made available 
to us? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I think this is a very representative offering. There 
is a great variety of material. It states here that it is mostly unused. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. The figures that we do have, Mr. Chairman, are 
for property that was comparable. I happened to have visited 
the first auction, the one to which Mr. Spencer began to refer—the 
one in April at Lathrop. 

I knew the kind of property that was in excess and that was con- 
templated for sale later, at the sale that you referred to. 

While we may be able to get some figures on that, we have them for 
a similar type of property for an earlier sale. 

Mr. McCormack. He want it for this sale. 

Mr. Moss. This would be particularly helpful if we have the figures 
on this sale. 

Mr. Krocu. We will have them for you. 

Mr. McCormack. The Department will produce the figures, and 
they will be made a part of the record of this point. 

Mr. Moss. Going back to the amount of property which has been 
donated from the first quarter of 1950 through the second quarter of 
1955, is any of that in the stock fund items? 

Mr. Spencer. We presume that there are quantities in stock funds, 
also. We have no figures on that, sir. 

Mr. Moss. You are expanding your stock fund program now and 
bringing it down to the bases, fields themselves ? 

Mr. Keroecu. That is out of our area. 


That is a comptroller’s 
item. 





1 See communication to Mr. McCormack from T. P. Pike, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Supply and Logistics, dated February 23, 1955, which appears on pp. 292-294. 
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Mr. Moss. Would that not have an effect on the amount that would 
ultimately be made available as the program expands ? 

Mr. Keroeu. It could conceivably be, if it went far enough. 

Mr. Moss. It probably would; would it not ? 

Mr. Kroon. I think that is something that the comptroller would 
have to answer. It is out of my area. 

Mr. Moss. That is all. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. I would like to ask 1 or 2 questions. I notice in this 
sale re “erred to by Mr. Moss that the advertisement indicates that it 
was a __ iblic auction. 

Do vou mean the items were put up and sold under the hammer 
to the highest bidder ? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. In that case, yes, sir. We do have situations where 
we have a combined sealed bid auction-type sale where, if someone can- 
not attend he may offer a sealed bid offer on the lots offered. 

Mr. Jonas. Why do you have the different types of sales? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. The reason for having various methods of sales are 
several. Certain types of property we feel lend themselves to getting 
better returns by the auction method when they are in sufficient quan- 
tities than by sealed bid method, which normally is addressed to a 
more limited clientele, more often the surplus dealers who have a 
special interest in other types of property we feel do not lend them- 
selves to sale by auction. For example, scrap and certain salvage 
items. 

Another reason that we authorized these auction sales was incident 
to Operation Clean Sweep, the end purpose of which was to rid the 
military systems of unneeded property and the cost of maintaining and 
storing it. We knew that we could divest ourselves wholesale-wise of 
larger quantities of property using auctions. Those are the two prin- 
cipal reasons. 

Mr. Jonas. What type of sale do you usually conduct for so-called , 
common-use articles ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. They are sold by both competitive sealed bid and 
the auction methods. 


Mr. Jonas. How do you decide which kind of sale you are going to 
have ? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. Well, we do not make the decision, you under- t 
stand. The program is highly decentralized. The disposal officer ! 
at the camp, post, or station normally recommends to his authorities t 
on the base the kind of sale that he thinks he ought to have to get rid d 
of this property. I 

In the case of the Army they have to go to the Army area head- d 
quarters for approval to conduct the auction sale. t 

Mr. Jonas. So the program is highly decentralized, then? oO 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right. a 

Mr. Jonas. The ultimate decision is made in the field ? W 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right, sir. tl 

Mr. Jonas. As to the type of sale. d 

Mr. McCormack. Among the military ? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. Military and among others. The permanent staff W 
normally are civilians. b 

Ww 
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Mr. McCormack. I know, but we are not asking these questions idly. 
They are not for any purpose but to get information. Take this par- 
ticular sale here—who would decide that that was a sale? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. In this case they had one major who is the dis- 
posal officer. He would have to go to the commanding officer with a 
recommendation that they have an auction sale. The commanding 
officer of the depot would approve an application for such a sale to the 
Sixth Army Headquarters 1 in San Francisco, where the military com- 
mander or his peraenre would, in effect, approve it. 

Mr. McCormack. So that the military recommend and the military 
decide whether there will be a sale and the type of the sale? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. The military may not initially recommend—it may 
be the civilian officer—but the military are in control of these camps, 
post, depots, et cetera. 

Mr. Jonas. And make the final decision ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Then the civilians are called in to the extent that 
it is necessary and available to help out ? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. As I think I mentioned the staffs are largely made 
up of civilians. In the case of the Sharpe General Depot at Lathrop, 
which is a large one, I recall only one officer on the staff who had a 
principal civilian assistant and several other subordinate supervisors, 
including one for the scrap yard. 

Mr. McCormack. Are most of these civilians employed in the labor 
category ¢ 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is correct. Most of them work in the scrap 
yard and are pushing these surpluses around. There are supervisors 
who are civilians who run from a grade 5 up to a grade 11. 

The CuarrmMan. They would be under the military ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Yes, absolutely. ° 

Mr. Jonas. When you decide to have a sale of the sort conducted 
at Lathrop, which was an auction sale, what method do you use in 
acquainting the general public with the fact that the sale w ill be held 2 
What distribution is made of the catalogs ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. The thing that you are holding there, we usually 
refer to asa brochure. That is an advanced flier which is distributed. 
In the instance of the April sale, and I have no reason to think that 
their technique would change, except perhaps to improve it—they 
had about 10,000 of those advanced fliers which were sent to known 
bidders who were interested in the kind of property offered at the sale. 
There was public advertising of the April sale as I recall in five 
national newspapers, from New York to California and in the South. 
There was trade journal advertising, that was handled by the auc- 
tioneer. He got into the trade journals where there would be interest 
on the part of the readers for the kind of principal property offered 
at the sale. There was radio and television advertising locally. There 
was extensive use of local newspapers on the specific area wherever 
they felt there might be some end-user interest in addition to the 

dealer interest. 

As a matter of fact, I recall that in the April sale one of the persons 
who was up there was from the city of Fresno. He was up there to 
buy some pipe for the municipality. There were farmers there who 
were interested in some of the used tractors. 
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I did not mention the post offices. The Post Office Department and 
ourselves have a working agreement, and General Services Adminis- 
tration is tied in on it—whereby the panel cuts which have a slot on 
each side for advertising wherein we have used that for this sale. 
These placards were used in all of the Pacific coast cities. The post 
office also carried fliers like you have there, the brochure on their 
bulletin boards. 

On request, if someone is interested through this tickler that you 
have he might write in for a free catalog which gives all details and 
information with regard to the sale and the terms and conditions of 
the sale. 

Mr. Jonas. There was an intimation made the other day at a pre- 
vious hearing, that at some of your conferences, the one held in Nor- 
folk, and I believ e at one in Florida, and probably others, that some 
effort was made to exclude small dealers in order to restrict the con- 
ferences to the members of the Surplus Property Institute. I believe 
that was the title of the organization. Would you care to comment 
on that? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I would like Mr. Spencer to handle that. We 
were both at the conference in question but he could comment better 
en that than I ean. 

Mr. Spencer. The purpose of providing the surplus dealer an 
opportunity to speak was to permit him to tell his side of the story 
to the disposal officers, so that they would know what the problems on 
the questions are. 

In subsequent conferences, local surplus dealers, as opposed to the 
institute were invited to do likewise, so there was no favoritism 
intended, 

In the case of the conference at Norfolk, the script from which the 
speakers of the institute worked has been furnished to us and we 
ean find nothing in that that would be in line with the testimony given 
the other day by the gentleman who spoke to that matter. 

Each of these conferences as they are planned are intended to 
provide the very best opportunity for the disposal officer who is the 
sales factor in this business to understand what he has got to face 
with his customer 

Those people are only on the program during the period while 
they are to speak. They are not allowed to attend any of the con- 
ferences. They do not fit in, nor do they have any informal conver- 
sations with the members of the conference. 

I cannot believe that there is any influence such as was mentioned. 

Mr. Jonas. I take it from your statement that the people who were 
at the conference from the institute were invited to make speeches 
or were to deliver talks ? 

Mr. Spencer. To deliver a talk, as was an auctioneer. 

Mr. McCormack. For what purpose ? 

Mr. Spencer. To acquaint the disposal officers with the point of 
view of their customers. After all, the disposal surplus dealers, as 
well as the other types of customers they have, have some points of 
view as to what they are interested in, the activities that go on in 
the disposal sales. 

Mr. McCoraack. Would not that be more effectively accomplished 
in the trading talk, rather than getting up there and making a speech ? 
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What would be your view on that? In other words, if you are the 
disposal officer negotiating, he wants to get the best price possible. 

Mr. Srencer. We are not selling anything here at this conference. 
The purpose of this is to train the disposal officer. We are just giv- 
ing them one avenue of knowledge about what goes on, on the other 
side of the fence—nothing at all different than we do in any industry 
where we tried to judge what our customer wants us todo. We bend 
as far as is practicable toward the customers’ desires. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you know the composition of the institute? 

Mr. Srencer. I do not, sir. I understand that it consists of several 
thousand members. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it a sort of trade organization or an association? 

Mr. Spencer. It is a trade association, yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Of dealers in secondhand property or surplus property ? 

Mr. Spencer. Surplus property. My understanding is that, al- 
though I have no facts to back it up, there are all kinds of size 
of operation involved in that membership. It is mostly concentrated 
on the eastern seaboard. 

Mr. Jonas. Is there any other organization of dealers that you know 
of in the field, such as this institute? 

Mr. Spencer. There may be, but we have not had them brought to 
our attention, per se. 

Mr. Jonas. It is an organization, so far as you know that represents 
all the dealers for the secondhand or surplus property ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is what their purpose is—that is what they are 
organized for. 

Mr. Jonas. I think it was Mr. Keogh who said that there would be 
$2 billion worth of property available for disposal in 1955. 

Mr. Krocu. That is only an estimate. We do not have any exact 
figures. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it $2 billion acquisition cost ? 

Mr. Krocu. Acquisition cost ? 

Mr. Jonas. When you say that will be scheduled for disposal, do 
you mean in donable property as well as through sales? 

Mr. Kroon. That would include everything. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you have any figures indicating what amount of 
that you would propose, in the absence of additional legislation, to 
sell and what part would be available for donation ? 

Mr. Krocu. I do not know that we could break that down. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. May I speak to that, sir? We can only assume 
that the trend will continue. There may be, as Mr. Moss has pointed 
out, some setback, if clarifying authority with regard to the donation 
stock-fund property was not made, but assuming that it was, we have 
no reason to expect anything except that the incidence in the total 
available surplus would go up, donationwise as against saleswise. 
Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes; but that is contrary to some testimony this com- 
mittee had the other day which indicated that the amount of property 
available for donation was petering out. For example, Mr. Barry 
stated that in his opinion it will continue to drop off until within the 
course of a few months it will be practically nothing. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Our recent history does not indicate that, sir. 
All we can base our estimates on is a judgment plus trends already 
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established in the record which indicate that it is climbing sharply. 
Just to remind you, for the 4 quarters that were quoted, the total 
donated by the Department of Defense to help in educational activities 
in the fiscal year 1954 was 60.7. And the following 2 quarters, the 
first quarters of 1955, the trend is sharply up to the point where it is 
57.7 which would seem to indicate that we might expect an annual 
rate of $115 million being donated during 

Mr. Jonas. Fiscal 1955? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. During the fiscal year, we have no reason to think 
that it will drop off and we have no inclination to discourage more 
of this property being donated than sold, insofar as the non-stock-fund 
property is concerned. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you have any figures comparable to the ones. that 
Mr. Keogh read into the record this morning, which listed the quarter- 
by-quarter totals of donated property, a record showing quarter-by- 
quarter sales ? 

Mr. Srencer. I do not have the quarter-by-quarter sales, but I have 
them on an annual rate here. 

Mr. Jonas. What would they be for 1954, which would be a figure 
that would compare with the 60.7? 

Mr. Spencer. This is a calendar year—the figures that I have— 
1954—the calendar year. 

Mr. Jonas. That would indicate two quarters of 1955. Then the 
figures would not be comparable. 

Mr. Srencer. I can give you them for 1953. I will give you both 
1953 and 1954,if Imay. In 1953 the total sold was $700,913,997. 

The proceeds from that were $52,657,565, or 7.4. 

In 1954, $1,385,875,586. And the proceeds were $106,424,872, or 7.6. 

The last 6 months, incidentally, of the calendar year 1954, the sales 
were $638,207,667. The returns were $63,794,762, or 10 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. That is gross, is it not? 

Mr. Spencer. That is gross. 

You could conclude from our estimate of 2 billion, which is our 
estimate, that we anticipate more property being available in total 
from which sales would undoubtedly run somewhere at the rate of 
1954, I would presume, and in the incident of donation we see no 
reason for it to change. 

Mr. Moss. You just made the statement that you see no reason 
for it to change. Of course, it would change considerably if we 
passed H., R, 3322. 

Mr. Spencer. If you did what? 

Mr. Moss. If we had the bill that we have before us passed by the 
Congress, it probably would change, would it not ? 

Mr. Spencer. I would presume that it would go beyond the limits, 
but without any change at all I 

Mr. Moss. If you expand your stock-funding operations to include 
individual bases, is it not conceivable then that it would also change— 
most of this property is generated at individual locations around the 
country, is it not ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. You stock-fund those inventories, and if you stock up 
on those, there should be a change anticipated there. 

Mr. Krocu. The stock-funding and accounting procedures are be- 
yond us—out of our area. 
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Mr. Moss. In commenting on whether or not a change would be 
possible and your commenting on that part of it—you should qualify 
your comment to indicate that you are not including those possibilities. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I think I spoke to that. I might not have made 
myself clear. If H. R. 3322 were adopted, obviously more property 

would be available for donation and we would expect more aggregate 
on incidentwise donated during the coming year. 

Mr. Moss. Is it not probably true more of these desirable properties 
from the standpoint of schools and hospitals is in the stock-funded 
items than in the non-stock-funded items ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is obsolutely correct. . 

Mr. Moss. Unless it is found that we would have a gradual drying 
up—that would be an expectation as you expand the program to 
individual institutions ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. What I am trying to say is that stock-fund accelera- 
tion has been going on during the period in which these figures were 
developed, which makes me think unless there was a terrific accelera- 
tion of stock funds far greater than we have seen up to now you 
would not affect these figures to any great degree. 

Mr. Moss. We have had it indicated that there is that acceleration 
of stock funds. 

Mr. SpeNnceR. Someone else will have to answer how fast the stock 
fund will go along. 

Mr. Moss. Getting back to this matter of an upset price on offerings 
at Lathrop, other than military considerations, no item is withdrawn 
from the sale because it is not bringing in the proper price? 

Mr. Sprencer. If it does not reach the upset price, the auctioneer is 
not authorized to sell it. It is withdrawn from sales. 

Mr. Jonas. There is a definitely determined upset price on each 
item ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Is that true in all branches of the service? 

Mr. Spencer. That is the Department of Defense policy. 

Mr. Moss. That would then be binding on the services, yet on an 
offering at Davisville, R. I., on December 1, 1954, that did not seem to 
be the case—there was no upset on about $514 million worth of ma- 
terial. There was no predetermined upset price. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I cannot answer that. Normally, that would be 
the case. 

Mr. Moss. This one went until 1 o’clock in the morning in December. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Which we advised against. 

Mr. Moss. But you cannot direct it? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. We have advised against them in our policy di- 
rectives. With a decentralized program and a limited staff of five 
professionals for the Department of Defense, we cannot go to all 
of these. 

Mr. Moss. Who would be responsible for permitting that to go 
until 1 o’clock in the morning ? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. Well, normally, that would not occur. That has 
occurred in a few instances, but we have taken steps to advise that it 
should not happen again, but with the decentralized program such 
as we have to have and we feel is desirable we have to assume some 
responsibility at intermediate echelons down the line; generally, we 
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find they comply pretty well with our policy. This is an unusual case 
that you mention. 

Mr. Moss. I notice in an article here from Popular Mechanics 
magazine of February—this month’s issue—a comment on some of 
these sales. In one instance—well, again on the Lathrop, Calif., 
sale—1,000 catalogs were mailed out to prospective bidders in the 
United States and 1: 3 foreign countries. 

Do we have much bidding from foreign countries for this material? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. On the coast and in Texas we have quite a bit, 
particularly from Mexican and Central American countries. We are 
always glad to see that, especially where we might have impact items, 
like leather, textiles. We are always glad to have them interested. 
They seem to be interested in those impact items that are causing 
hardship to some of our smaller industries. 

Mr. Moss. In this decentralized program where you are putting to- 
gether a sale or setting it up, it leaves quite a bit of discretionary au- 
thority at a fairly low level; is that correct? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Let us say with regard to the lotting, and that sort 
of thing, yes. 

Mr. Moss. The determination of the upset price? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. That is correct, sir. On the other hand, in the 
case of the Army, for instance, which interested itself to the extent 
of having the Army area disposal officer there who is usually about 
lieutenant colonel grade—he interests himself personally and is al- 
ways in attendance prior to the sale, during the planning stage, and 
during the conduct of the sale. He gives both stages his advice and 


counsel. 
Mr. Moss. Do we bond people who have this wide authority in con- 


nection with the sale? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I am afraid I cannot answer that. If they handle 
money I am sure they are bonded. 

Mr. McCormack. Who determines the upset price? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. The upset price is determined by the local dis- 
posal officer, based upon his best judgment of market conditions. His 
experience in sales of the type of property that are being offered for 
sale and the particular lot. 

Mr. McCormack. The disposal officer, you say, as has been testi- 
fied, he is usually an officer of the rank of lieutenant or captain? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. About that rank, lieutenant or captain. 

Mr. McCormack. How are his qualifications determined to be a 
disposal officer on matters of this kind, on large sales of this kind of 
these tremendous amounts? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We have a number of instances that we know of 
where there is some turnover, to be sure—— 

Mr. McCormack. Pardon me? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. There is formal training. 

Mr. McCormack. Go ahead. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. He normally has formal training. That is at a 
disposal officer’s school, but not infrequently he is elected for this 
duty because of some civilian experience. 

Usually the Regular Army officers, for example, the West Point men 
do not end up as ; disposal officers. Sometimes, though, they do but 
more often than not it is a reservist who has had some background 
either as a scrap yard man or in merchandising. 
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Mr. McCormack. It is usually then a man who goes into civilian 
life in the sometime near future? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Not infrequently, I understand. 

Mr. McCormack. I understand that we have a corrected copy of a 
report here from the Bureau of the Budget as of October 4, 1954— 
the Department of Defense sold $1,184,319,708 worth of property at 
the acquisition cost. That is the acquisition cost of the property sold 
and donated in the fiscal year 1954. The gross proceeds of this sale 
were $67,162,663. 

The percentage of gross return was 5.7 percent, ranging from 5.4 to 
8.8 on the different sales. The average was a gross 5.7. 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. This is a selected group and I think that it was 
somewhat established the other day that it was rather a small sample. 
I happened to be a member of the team 

Mr. McCormack. $1,184,000,000 is a small sample ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. I am just looking at something handed to me by 
the Bureau of the Budget. If I understand correctly, these are the 
summary findings of this joint task group of which I happen to be 
a member. It is addressed to the Department of Defense stock-fund 
question. This is sold and donated property. 

I was wondering why our figures were ditterent. Of course, our 
figures for sales and donations are on a calendar year basis. That 
may account for some of the difference, but I was curious about the 
number. 

We do not lump into the total the donated property and then charge 
against that the proceeds to get the incidence. We do not think that 
is quite fair because when we give the property away—when we 
donate it—it is not fair to charge total surplus, as it were. 

There are only two ways that we can dispose of surplus property: 
We can either give it away or sell it. 

If we are going to use percentage returns, it seems only fair to us 
that we charge it against that which is sold, not lump the sold and 
donated. 

That probably accounts for our much higher figures. 

Mr. Spencer. Our comparisons are on the same basis each year. 
There is no distortion. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you feel that under the system that you have 
with military men controlling not only the initiation, the upset price, 
the sale that you can get as much facts on the property sold—we are 
talking about the sold property now—that the General Services 
Administration could? 

Mr. Srencer. I would like to answer that question. I believe that 
the method we are using is dictated partly by the problem that exists, 
and where the property is, and how that property must be sold without 
undue cost of moving. 

In view of the fact that the property is in some other location, the 
co you face is to man the sale at the point of its existence at the 

owest cost possible and to the very best return you can get from the 
property. 

I do not believe that you could create a merchandising or sales staff 
that could be traveled to these places to take over that function, if you 
please. 

So the choice would be as is the choice in my own business of Sears, 
Roebuck & Co., that we train the people as best we can to do the 
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job at the point of the location of the merchandise. There are all 
sorts of headaches involved in this business of training people, par- 
ticularly in the environment which we are faced with here. 

We have military people who are not always trained as merchants. 
We have civilians who are brought in primarily to do this job whom 
we presume—and our evidence would indicate—have merchandising 
training of some kind. 

It is our desire to continue every possible means through schools, 
through conferences, and through publications to put better informed 
people in the jobs. 

I put this proposition to you that with the property in as many 
places as it is, you would be hard put to it to manufacture a quick 
remedy for doing the job of selling by having experienced people, to 
bring them to the property. I think that you would be slowed down 
to a walk. 

Mr. McCormack. My question was, Do you think that the taxpayers 
are getting as much back on the sale of the property that is sold 
through the present procedure as it would if the General Services 
Administration were to dispose of it? 

Mr. Spencer. I cannot say what the answer would be. I have no 
idea what General Services Administration’s plan of attack would be. 
I do say that they would be faced with the same problem that we are 
faced with unless they wanted to have a large force of experienced 
salespeople that would travel to these locations. 

They would have to have someone to do this job. 

The more likely ones are the people at the military installations 
where the property is. 

Mr. McCormack. Have the bidders been numerous on these large 
bulk sales? 

Mr. Sprencer. Yes, they run as many, in the case of the auction 
where we have had as many as 3,000 in attendance. In the case of 
sealed bids—they circulate those through a bidders’ list that is de- 
veloped and has been over the years, to all interested bidders in those 
classes of property—they will send out bids to varying numbers, as 
high as five or six hundred names to a sealed bid. 

{r. Jonas. Right on that point, may I ask a question? Ihave in my 
hand a catalog of the sale of a vast quantity of earth-moving equip- 
ment at Davisville, R. I., on November 30, 1954. I notice it is stated 
here that 5,000 were in attendance on the first day of that sale, and 
4,500 the second day. 

The question I want to ask is why did you have so much earth-mov- 
ing equipment at Davisville, R. I.¢ Had it been there all of the time, 
or were these articles moved in there in preparation for this sale? 

Mr. Spencer. I personally do not know what the circumstances were 
that brought this property out, except that it was delivered to us and 
screened for need. 

However, a large part of that particular property at Davisville, I 
understand, was exchanged sale property. 

Mr. Jonas. What do you mean by “exchange sale property” ? 

Mr. Srencer. I will refer that to Mr. Sundstrom who I believe, can 
answer it better than I can. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Under the provisions of Public Law 152 we have 
the opportunity in the Department of Defense to trade in property 
that is used on new property of a similar type, or the same type. The 
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value of the trade-in is credited against the cost of sale. By such 
method the Department of Defense—Army, Navy, or Air Force—has 
the opportunity for actually a reduced price on the new item, because 
the proceeds from our other nonstock fundable property goes into 
the miscellaneous receipts, et cetera. 

Mr. Jonas. I understand all of these were sold at this sale on No- 
vember 30, last year. My question was, Why did you have so many 
dump trucks and tractors and trailers, perhaps hundreds of them, 
there at Davisville, R. I.? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. If I may say so, we are the tail end of the con- 
tinuum from requirements through procurement and supply manage: 
ment, and down at the end we have the unwanted child called surplus 
property which we must dispose of. We do not, of course, have any- 
thing to say about the problems that are created along the line. I do 
not know who determines what the requirements are, but these sur- 
pluses do develop. When they develop, it is our job to get rid of them 
for the best return possible to the Government. 

Mr. Jonas. The question is, Were these items found at Davisville or 
were they moved there for the purpose of this sale? 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. I cannot answer that question. I can furnish you 
the answer. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you furnish that at this point in the 
record 4 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Yes, sir.” 

Mr. McCormack. It was called to my attention when the Federal 
Property Act of 1949 was under consideration by this committee, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army, Mr. Gray, in his testimony said, 
in connection wth H. R. 2781: 


I would like to turn first to the problem relating to the disposition of surplus 
property. The armed services must of necessity be looking forward and we 
think that the consideration of the many factors which must be made in con- 
nection with the disposition of surplus property is well vested in a single agency. 

Of course, they had in mind then General Services Administration. 
The present policy is just the opposite, so far as the Department of 
Defense is concerned ; is it not ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. Yes, sir; we have the authority to sell this prop- 
erty under law and regulation. It has been attested to that we 
generate a good deal of it. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the policy of the Defense Depart- 
ment as presently constituted is different than the policy enunciated 
by the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Gray, in 1949? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. May I say something that might be helpful here? 
Up through the Korean war, the general concept of handling surplus 
disposals had been that it was a peak-and-valley business. After an 
emergency, after a war, we would have a large glob that had to be 
gotten rid of out of the military systems. 

Since Korea, and with the improved technological developments 
that we have, particularly in the Air Force, and the Army and the 
Navy, we can expect a regular generation of obsolete, wornout 

materials. 


2See communication to Mr. McCormack from T. P. Pike, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Supply and Logistics, dated February 23, 1955, which appears on pp. 292-294. 





284 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


As a result, over a year ago, when we started developing our program 
we developed one that was long range. All of our programs are 
geared in that direction. 

In the past, as I say, we have had this unfortunate business of 
looking at it as though it were not a long-range program. So that 
we feel now that we are the logical disposal agents for the property 
which we control. 

We feel that we can demonstrate that we have gotten the kinds of 
merchandising know-how and have gone to private business for the 
best that we can secure, hand-in-hand with General Services Admin- 
istration, in the case of the Industry Advisory Committee, and the 
industry committees in the Business and Defense Services Adminis- 
tration of the Department of Commerce, and together with this, we 
feel that we can do the disposal job. 

We look for guidance and assistance to the General Services Admin- 
istration, as I think I have pointed out before. And they do not just 
give their advice, but their concurrence on our plans and programs 
for the sale of surplus. 

Mr. McCormack. You did not look for their guidance when the 
Defense Department promulgated the order of February 1954 to them ; 
did you? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That was not our directive. That was the direc- 
tive put out by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense Comp- 
troller. 

Mr. McCormack. Is he an official of the Department of Defense? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. McCormack. Is he not an official of the Department of Defense? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. His orders have binding effect upon the whole 
Department ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. They have. 

Mr. McCormack. So that it is the Department’s order ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We do not challenge that. 





STATEMENT OF J. C. JENKINS, STAFF EXAMINER, DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Chairman, if I may, that is a directive signed by 
the Secretary of Defense. While it is initiated in the Comptroller’s 
office because of its content, it does have the coordination of the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the military department. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you give your full name for the record ? 

Mr. Jenkins. J. C. Jenkins, staff examiner for the Department of 
Defense. 

I helped work on the regulations. 


Mr. McCormack. All right. ; 
Mr. Moss. This trade-in program that you have, those items are not ‘ 
made available for donation either, are they ¢ ‘ 
Mr. Sunpstrom. No, sir. t 
Mr. Moss. How do they determine which of the three classes you f 
are going to have this material for sale in? You have the nonstock 
fund items which are subject to the donable surplus program. 
Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right. P 


Mr. Moss. Then you have the stock fund items which are not. 
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Mr. Sunpstrom. Unless they are in insignificant quantity or poor 
condition, in which case they may be donated. 

Mr. Moss. For our purposes, they are insignificant. We do not get 
too many of them ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Then you have the exchange program. 

How do you determine between the exchange and the nonstock fund 
items? How are you going to offer them—under what standard ? 

Mr. Sunpstrrom. How do we offer them for sale? 

Mr. Moss. How do you make the determination whether you are 
going to call it an exchange program or what ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. In the first place, this exchange sale property is 
not within the technical definition of Public Law 152 excess. Conse- 
quently, it does not become surplus property. This exchange sale 
property is just property for sale. 

Mr. Moss. But it must be excess or you would not sell it. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. It is not technically. Maybe the lawyer can tell 
you. 

Mr. Moss. How do you determine technically whether it is excess 
or exchange? 

Mr. Nasu. Mr. Moss, I think the test is whether that particular 
piece of equipment that is going to be exchanged is excess to the needs 
of that particular activity. They have an old truck. They still 
need a truck. To get a new truck they exchange the old truck for 
the new truck, but the old truck is not excess to the needs of that 
activity. Itstill needs the truck. 

Mr. Moss. Then we would assume that the offering of this material 
in the exchange program is generated at a given activity. It is not 
surplus there, but you need a new one. 

How did we get such a concentration of items at Davisville, R. I.? 

Mr. Nasu. I do not know from my own personal knowledge. It 
may be that Davisville was the selling point for that particular item. 
It may be that Davisville represented the various activities around 
that vicinity. For the purpose of the sale the equipment was located 
at Davisville. I donot know. 

Mr. Moss. Is there an internal screening to determine if there is a 
counterpart item in some other place that could be brought in for 
replacement ? 

Mr. Nasu. I believe there is. 

Mr. Moss. There is quite a substantial offering of unused materials 
at the same time that you are offering these exchange materials. How 
does that come about ? 

Mr. Nasu. Would you repeat that question ? 

Mr. Moss. In looking over these other sales of surplus, we find you 
are offering items that are identical or appear to be identical with items 
offered for sale in the exchange program. One is surplus and one is 
exchange. Both are offered for sale. Some of your material here 
would indicate that much of the equipment is unused. It is offered in 
the surplus program. Yet, you are offering almost the same material 
for sale in the exchange program. 

Mr. Nasu. I am not familiar with this particular sale. It may be 

ossible that the equipment that they are selling in the exchange sale 
1s of a higher grade equipment that possibly would bring a better price. 
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Mr. Moss. That is a liberal interpretation of exchange when you just 
sell it; is it not? Ordinarily, exchange would be to trade it in and get 
another one. 

Mr. Jenkins. Maybe I can throw a little bit of light on this. I do 
not know whether this offering is by lot or individual items, but if by 
individual items, we may have one item, a quantity of items, some of 
which would be exchange, some of which would be sale. We might 
exchange a given number of items equal to those for which we will need 
replacement, if it were used items, and other used items, we might sell, 
because we were not going to buy back an even number of it. 

Mr. Moss. That would not be the case in an exchange program, 
because you would be buying back. 

Mr. Jenkins. We should not be exchanging new items for new items. 
I would agree if we are doing that it would not seem right. 

So this question as to why so much was at Davisville—if I recall, 
maybe the Navy and Marine people can correct me—that is a depot for 
what we call advanced base components in the Navy which includes 
a lot of construction material which must be shipped out on mobiliza- 
tion day to permit initiation of immediate construction of landing 
bases and docks, and so forth. 

I suspect that is the reason why that was there. Is that right—is 
that not one of the reasons? 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. DOUGLAS H. LYNESS, DIRECTOR, STOCK 
FINANCE DIVISION, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
NAVY DEPARTMENT 


Commander Lyness. That is correct. That is an advance base 
depot at Davisville. A great number of Seabee items were there dur- 
ing the war and they stored a great quantity of that type of-material. 
I have no direct knowledge of it, although I assume that is correct. 

Mr. Jenxrns. I think it is possible that in the Northeastern area of 
the country that some of that stuff which was excess to station needs, 
may have been brought back there for consolidation for sale. It 
could be some of both. 

Commander Lynzss. That is possible. In itself, itis a great storage 
activity. 

Mr. Moss. Much of this was new material that you were offering for 
sale ? 

Commander Lynegss. That could be. 

Mr. Jenxrns. In that case, if it is new material, it is excess to the 
requirements of the Navy. 

Mr. Moss. How can it be in the exchange program, if it is excess? 

Commander Lyness. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Jenkins. There are several types of items in a lot. 

Mr. Moss. We can conclude the criteria for segregating this for 
different sales is somewhat flexible ? 

Mr. Jenxrys. Let me see if I can clarify it this way. I do not 
believe that generally the services would be selling a new item and then 
exchanging an old item for another new one. There may be instances 
where that could happen in an isolated area where it would be cheaper 
to exchange used items in that area for a new one rather than to pay 
the transportation costs from some place across the country to bring 
a new one that was on hand. 

Ican conceive that might happen. 
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Mr. Moss. And to receive 50 percent of the acquisition cost, is it not 
reasonable to assume that you could transport that item across the 
country for the difference in the price? 

Mr. JenKrins. In some instances, yes. 

Mr. Moss. Looking over these figures, it would seem that you have 
not received 50 percent of the acquisition cost in most instances. 

Mr. Krocu. I am not familiar with that particular operation. It is 
conceivable that it might be just obsolescence—acquiring more modern 
equipment. That has been the case. I do not know in this particular 
instance. 

Mr. Moss. It is heavy construction equipment. Is there that much 
change in that ? 

Mr. Kroeu. No. 

Mr. Moss. In a period of a comparatively few years? 

Mr. Krocu. I would not think so—not in heavy construction equip- 
ment. 

Mr. Moss. I think it is rather puzzling. Most of it is new and it is 
offered in the exchange program either as surplus or obsolete. It is 
the type of material that does not become obsolete too readily. If it 
is surplus, why is it in the exchange program ? 

Mr. Kroeu. That, I cannot answer. 

Mr. McCormack. Give your full name. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES GASQUE, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Gasque. Section 201 (c) of the Federal Property Act which 
we are referring to as pointed out by the attorneys from the Depart- 
ment of Defense is primarily concerned with the exchanging of prop- 
erty under control of the Department of Defense which is not tech- 
nically excess or surplus to their needs, but which they are permitted 
under the Property Act, under the regulations of the administrative 
General Services to exchange for a similar item, a new item which 
they need and apply the proceeds obtained from that exchange to the 
cost of the new item. 

Now, under the regulations which have been issued by the Admin- 
istrator of General Services, under 201 (c) of the Property Act, he 
has specifically said that the exchange regulations shall not be con- 
strued to authorize, and I quote: 


The sale, transfer, or exchange of excess or surplus property in connection 
with the purchase or acquisition of personal property. 


So in applying the 201 (c) authority, the property which is for 
sale or which is going to be disposed of by the exchange is not excess or 
surplus property as defined by the Property Act. 

Does that clarify the situation to some extent ? 

Mr. Moss. I do not think it clarifies it at all, to be quite frank 
with you, because we have an example here where something is sold. 
Frankly, I can see no difference between the funded stock items and 
the exchange. 

You sell surplus items from a funded stock plan in order to re- 
plenish the fund, is that not correct, and in this exchange program 
you are not actually exchanging a single thing. You are selling it 
for replenishment of cash to acquire anew; is that not correct ? 
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Mr. Gasque. I am not familiar with the ways, too much, of the 
Department of Defense. 

Mr. Moss. We know that there is no exchange; do we not? 

Mr. Gasqur. We know the reason defined for the exchange under 
the Property Act. 

Mr. Moss. But there is actually no exchange taking place. You 
may call it that—or you may call it replenishment of the fund to 
acquire, in this instance, additional heavy construction equipment. 
If you capitalized the items and sold them to replenish the fund, 
you could buy more, could you not? You can do the same thing 
under the exchange program, but you are exchanging nothing. 

Mr. Jenkins. We might have an exchange under the stock fund, 
however. 

Mr. Moss. I cannot see where you would. 

Mr. Jenxrns. An old typewriter—we might trade it in for a new 
one and only pay the net difference. 

Mr. Moss. You might actually trade the typewriter. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. But you have not traded these cranes and the earth- 
moving equipment listed here. 

Mr. Jenkins. I think that he brought out another point. While 
we might be exchanging an item some of which was sold as excess, 
the item so exchanged may have been exchanged for a similar but 
better or improved item. 

Mr. Moss. Under your criteria, it is not supposed to be sold for 
excess under the exchange program. 

Mr. Jenkins. That item was traded in, it might not have been 
technically an excess, or it might have been traded in for a new or 
improved item. It would be put back into use. 

Mr. Moss. It would not come into that category, anyway. I am 
talking of the excess items offered for sale under the exchange 
program. In order to do that you have to have extremely flexible 
application of your regulations. 

Mr. Jenkins. I am sure that can be flexible. 


STATEMENT OF L. K. BARRY, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE AGENCIES FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Maybe I have 





Mr. Barry. I think I might clarify that question. 
no business to do that. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to have clarification, if I could. 

Mr. McCormack. I think that Mr. Ward might be able to clarify 
it. He understands it. Will you give us your reaction to this last 
question ? 

Mr. Warp. Mr. Chairman, for a number of years certain depart- 
ment appropriation acts had a provision for the exchange of certain 
types of equipment as was common in ordinary commercial practice. 
For instance, you trade in a typewriter when you buy a new type- 
writer, a truck when you buy a new truck, et cetera. That authority 
continued for a good many years, but it was for separate pieces of 
equipment. 

As I recall, about 1943 the Comptroller General became aware that 
there were some exchanges made which were not in the best interests 
of the Government. He concluded that if a separate sale were made 
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of the old equipment that the return might be more to the Government 
than trading in the old on the purchase of the new. So he required 
that when an agency offered something for exchange, it was also 
offered for sale. 

When the sale price was greater than the exchange price, the 
money was deposited to miscellaneous receipts. So the agency did 
not get the benefit to its appropriation of the value of the equipment. 

So the Department of Agriculture, I believe, took the lead in getting 
legislation through which was incorporated in the old Independent 
Offices Act which also permitted the use of the receipts to apply 
against the purchase of the new, so that whichever deal proved to be 
the better, the receipts could still be used by the agency. 

But a complic ation arose because the two deals might not synchro- 
nize. One might offer a truck for sale at the time of buying 2 new 
truck, but for some reason or another, the purchase might go through 
before the sale or vice versa. So it was necessary to take the receipts 
and put them into a special deposit account and cross-reference the 
two transactions in order that the General Accounting Office could 
audit the transaction. 

Mr. McCormack. If they went into the miscellaneous account they 
could not be used again without being reappropriated—I mean prior 
to that. 


Mr. Warp. Prior to that they could not be so used, that is correct, 
Mr. Chairman. 

One thing should be kept in mind, that exchange equipment is 
theoretically not excess to the needs of the agency. ‘They could keep 
it and continue to use it if it were not exchanged. 

So, for that reason, it has never come within the definition of 
“excess” or “surplus.” It is something that is needed if not traded. 

That is the theory of the legislation. 

Mr. Jonas. How could they hold that property bought in 1945 that 
had never used up until 1954 was not surplus? 

Mr. Warp. I am not defending what has been done, because the 
law has been badly abused. I w ould like to dev elop the histor y of this, 
because I have been in it for some time. 

In Public Law 600 the authority was broadened over what had been 
in the previous appropriations acts. But the legislation provided that 
you first start action on a purchase and if you have something that 
you can exchange within the law, you may exchange it—but it con- 
templated a purch: ise would be started first. So the law stated that 

“in purchasing” you may use the trade-in privilege. 

When Public Law 152 was being drafted a ‘problem arose, as I 
recall, with the librarian of the De partment of Agriculture, who ex- 
changed books with other libraries. The word “purchasing” did not 
fit. So the words “in acquiring” were inserted in section 201 (c). 
Since that time a number of agencies have taken advantage of this 
statute, in my opinion and are conduc ting huge sales of excess prop- 
erty. Technic: ally, it is not excess to needs, because they say, “We 
still need it if we cannot get something better.” 

They take the receipts, put them in a special account, and then they 
buy other equipment of a similar character with the receipts. 

Now, the law does contemplate that the transactions will be cross- 
referenc ed, but when an agency has several million dollars in receipts, 





290 UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


involving hundreds of pieces of equipment, it is a terrific accounting 
job to do that cross-referencing. 

I think that is the story. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to ask a question at that point. 

Mr. McCormack. I promised to recognize Mr. Jonas. Go ahead. 

Mr. Jonas. I was curious to know why this property, which has 
a manufacturing date of 1944 which remained unused until 1954, had 
not been declared surplus long ago. 

Mr. Warp. I believe, technically, the agency would say that they 
needed it and would use it, but they have here a device of selling it 
and getting the receipts to apply against the purchase of other equip- 
ment. 

Under this sort of a transaction, property not being excess to the 
needs of the particular agency, is not available for transfer, even to 
a sister bureau within the Navy, or a sister service within the Army. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you mean another bureau in the Navy could not 
have had that property made available to it? 

Mr. Warp. Not on an excess basis. That is my understanding, but 
I would rather that the gentleman from the Department of Defense 
answer that question. 

Mr. Nasu. Could I interject something here? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Jonas has the floor at the moment. It is his question 
that is being answered. 

Mr. Nasu. Excuse me. May I attempt to answer your question? 
These exchange sales are under regulations of the General Services 
Administration. In this regulation, which for the purposes of the 
record is Personal Property Management Regulation No. 6, dated the 
7th of September 1951, in discussing the availability of the proceeds 
of sales, it says as follows: 

Except as may be otherwise expressly authorized by the Comptroller General, 
proceeds of sale of items disposed of pursuant to this regulation shall not be 
available for appplication hereunder in whole or part payment for personal 
property acquired unless (a) such application is made during the fiscal year in 
which such proceeds are received and deposited or the next succeeding fiscal 
year, and (b) such property was or is thereafter acquired during the fiscal year 
in which such proceeds are received and deposited or during the next preceding 
or the next succeeding fiscal year. 

So the proceeds are tied down. They can only be expended for the 
acquisition of new equipment either during that fiscal year or the 
next succeeding fiscal year. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you mean we are speaking now of this sale in the 
State of Rhode Island? 

Mr. Nasu. No, sir. I am speaking generally about what we do 
with proceeds realized in a sale. 

Mr. Moss. Does anyone here know what happened to the proceeds, 
the $2,300,000 received at the Davisville net sale? 

Mr. Nasu. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. McCormack. When you engage in this exchange activity the 
proceeds from it are still available to the Department, are they not? 

Mr. Nasu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. It does not go into the miscellaneous receipts, 
which means it goes back into the Treasury and is reappropriated 
again, does it? 

Mr. Nasu. That is right. 
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Mr. McCormack. You keep on adding to it and it is available to 
the Department without regard to the reappropriation ? 

Mr. Nasu. Except that it is tied down, Mr. Chairman, to that fiscal 
year or the next succeeding year under the regulations of General 
Services Administration. 

Mr. Jenkins. I would like to add a point of clarification in there 
if I may. 

Mr. McCormack. Go ahead. 

Mr. Jenkins. The proceeds may go to 1 of 3 places. 

{f it is exchanged property it goes into the special deposit account 
which Mr. Ward mentioned, and that can be used over again. 

If it is stock-fund property the proceeds go into the stock-fund 
account. 

If it is non-stock-fund property and not exchange property, then it 
goes into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury from which only 
the amount required for the preparation and sale of scrap, salvage, 
and so forth, can be used. 

I think that is a correct statement. Is that right? 

Mr. Vick. My name is Willard O. Vick. 1 am in the General 
Counsel’s Office of the Department of Defense. 

Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Jenkins. Of the part that goes into the miscellaneous receipts, 
we have a specific limitation on the amount that can be used for the 
demilitarization and the preparation of sales of scrap and salvage. 

Above that limitation we cannot use it for replacement purposes. 

Mr. Moss. That is the 40 million? 

Mr. JENKINS. In the 1955 appropriation. 

Mr. Moss. This special deposit account for exchange items, does 
that revert at the end of the ensuing fiscal year ? 

Mr. Jenxins. I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Moss. You say it is available for the succeeding fiscal year. 

Mr. Nasu. Both. 

Mr. Moss. Then it does revert ? 

Mr. Nasu. [ imagine it does. 

Mr. Moss. But it would be very difficult to identify it, would it not? 
As long as you are acquiring new material it would be almost impos- 
sible to identify it, would it not? 

Mr. Nasu. I believe, as Mr. Ward stated, it is cross-referenced. In 
other words, to the need. 

Mr. Moss. On such a broad basis that for all practical purposes 
identity is lost, is it not ? 

Mr. Nasu. I could not answer that. 

Mr. Moss. Except as to the totals you lose virtually any effective 
identity of the property. 

Mr. Nasu. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to ask Mr. Ward a question. This is another 
door that could be used to get around the donable surplus program, 
is it not? 

Mr. Barry. It is. 

Mr. Warp. To the extent that property is useful and needed, that 
would be correct. For instance, with reference to this Davisville 
sale that we have been discussing, the school people from the District 
of Columbia and some of the States have gone through the listing. 
They estimate that one-half of the property is badly nee od in the 
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school and health program. I believe that would answer your 
question. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I feel it might be helpful to us, perhaps 
more within the purview of Mr. Gammon, for our partic ular purpose, 
if we had all of the facts in connection with this Davisville sale to see 
just how this is working, to see if it is a device for getting around the 
donable-surplus program. 

Mr. McCormack. What facts do you want? 

Mr. Moss. I would like to see where the money went, if it has been 
cross-referenced, and if there is any effective control over its use. 

Mr. McCormack. We will ask the Defense Department to place 
that in the record at this point. 

Mr. Jonas. I would like to know one thing, too. That is why they 
had so much of this equipment unused since 1945 and what justification 
they have for saying that they need additional and brand new equip- 
ment of the same sort. 

Mr. Krocu. We will attempt to get that information for you. 

Mr. Moss. I would like to know how much money from this special 
deposit account has ever reverted as a result of not being used in the 
acquisition of new and comparable property which I would assume 
was the intent of Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. The Department will furnish that information to 
the extent that it can. It will be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 

Mr. Krocu. We will do that. 

(The information is as follows:) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Washington 25, D. C., February 23, 1955. 
Hon. Joon W. McCorMAck, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Surplus Property, Committee 
on Government Operations, House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. McCorMack: During testimony on H. R. 3322 on February 21, 1955, 
members of the Subcommittee on Donable Surplus Property requested that the 
Department of Defense furnish the data contained in this letter and its inclosure. 

The information requested concerning the Navy auction sale at Davisville, R. I., 
December 2, and 3, 1954, is contained in enclosure 1. 

In addition, supplementary information about the Army auction sale at Sharpe 
General Depot, Lathrop, Calif., October 25-27, 1954, was obtained informally from 
the Army and is as follows: 


Dequinition cost Of MROnOrty NONE no ok nk ee $25, 013, 654. 5S 
A CN aaa a 1, 767, 603. 08 
Percentage: Gross proceeds of ac quisition i a Se = 2 A ge 
Percentage: Net proceeds of acquisition cost___.._._..__.--_______________ 6. 96 


Caleulated costs of the sale included such direct costs as auctioneer’s services, 
advertising, transportation, and personnel salaries. 

The Sharpe Depot auction was a consolidated sale, with surplus property 
located at four Army installations. The property at Sharpe was general as to 
type and included large quantities of wornout and unserviceable clothing and 
obsolete spare parts. 

Property at the Sacramento Signal Depot was principally electronic equip- 
ment and parts. Benecia Arcenal property was largely automotive spare parts 
and vehicles. The Oakland Army Base had miscellaneous items for sale, includ- 
ing over a million pounds of used, unserviceable aircraft tires and tubes. 

The upset prices on sales items were set by the property disposal officers of 
the respective bases, with the assistance of their staff members. Such prices were 
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established based on the previous prices received from sales of similar type prop- 
erty in similar condition and on known market prices and conditions. 
There were no withdrawals of lots in this auction due to upset prices. 
If we can be of further assistance on this matter, I trust you will let me know. 
Sincerely yours, 


T. P. PIKE. 
{Enclosure No. 1] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington, D. C., February 22, 1955. 
In reply refer to SD.X (23), LS/NC7. 
Memorandum for Mr. John W. Sundstrom, Disposal Division, Office of Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics). 
Subject: Information concerning the Navy auction sale at Davisville, R. L, 
December 2-3, 1954. 
Reference: (a) Fonecon Mr. Sundstrom and Mr. Spokowski of February 21, 1955. 


1. Reference (a) requested information relative to subject sale for trans- 
mittal to the subcommittee of the Committee on Government Operations. 

2. The following information is considered to be pertinent : 

(a) The material disposed of through the sale was for replacement purposes 
and none of the items were of any other category of property. It was neither 
excess nor surplus, but was considered obsolete in accordance with the following 
criteria: 

(1) The entire end items were obsolete and were no longer adequate to meet 
current requirements of current construction projects of the Navy. 

(2) Component parts, i. e., engines, turntables, compressors, generators, were 
obsolete and their supporting parts out of commercial production. 

(3) Equipment or parts were worn out or deteriorated wiich rendered them 
unreliable for overseas requirements or rigorous combat operation usage and 
support. 

(4) Equipment no longer economical to repair and to maintain in mobiliza- 
tion reserve stock. Equipment developed increasing number of breakdowns 
during periodic tests and exercises. 

(vb) The justification behind this sale is considered twofold. First, the equip- 
ment was obsolete for use within the advanced base mobilization system. WBither 
the equipment itself had become obsolete or the requirement within the program 
had so changed as to make it obsolescent. For example, the P. & H. Model 150, 
1%-cubie-yard cranes, which were items Nos. 30-59 on the auction catalog, were 
obsolete from the standpoint that requirements no longer exist for this small 
capacity. Therefore, these cranes were to be sold and the money used to buy 
the size which is required. Secondly, in spite of the program of testing and 
cycling, deterioration due merely to age had set in on many of the items to a 
point where they were no longer economical to maintain in dead storage. Thus, 
it was decided to dispose of the equipment by sale and use the money to buy 
new equipment which would meet present-day requirements. 

(c) All items disposed of and the replacement items proposed for acquisition 
using the proceeds derived from the sale are required to implement the approved 
mobilization program in which a large deficiency currently exists. Requirements 
for all items to be procured with the proceeds from the sale were known well 
in advance of the actual sale. Procurement is currently being accomplished on 
exact type items that were disposed of in the auction sale. 

(d) In general, all items sold were considered war-ending stock, that is, 
equipment manufactured during or prior to 1946. Approximately 60 percent 
of the equipment had field use in the Pacific during and shortly after World War 
II and had been returned and rehabilitated for the mobilization reserve stock. 
Approximately 40 percent of the items had never been actually utilized on con- 
struction projects. However, all items had a certain amount of usage which 
occurred during periodic exercising and testing while in storage. The equip- 
ment disposed of had been exercised at 30 to 60 intervals, dependent on location, 
with full load test at every third exercise cycle. The Navy had attempted to 
modernize this mobilization reserve stock to the greatest extent possible through 
rotation program with issues being made to meet current requirements. 

(e) No equipment was brought in from outlaying areas for this sale. The 
sale consisted entirely of equipment located and stored at the Advanced Base 
Construction Battalion Center. This material was stored at NCBC Davisville 
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to meet the mobilization requirements of the basic naval establishment plan 
for the construction of North Atlantic and Mediterranean area. It includes, 
also, support equipment for fleet marine, Atlantic. 

(f) Upset prices were used for all items offered for sale. They were estab- 
lished from previous prices received for similar equipment sold by the sealed-bid 
method, recognizing condition factors, past experience, and knowledge of market 
prices. The auctioneer assisted to a great extent in establishing upset prices 
used based on current market conditions. Upset prices were known only to the 
auctioneer and the disposal officer. They were written on two copies of the 
catalog. One was in possession of the disposal officer and the other in possession 
of the auctioneer during the entire sale. Neither the local commands nor higher 
authority had anything to do with establishing upset prices. 

(g) The equipment disposed of in this sale had a replacement cost of $5,318,- 
000 on which a return of $2,138,000 was realized. The actual acquisition cost of 
the material was $3,290,000. Proceeds from the sale total 65 percent of acquisi- 
tion cost, or 40 percent of replacement cost. All receipts from sale were 
deposited to miscellaneous receipts, Treasury, Account 17X6845.62, proceeds of 
sale of personal property, Navy. 

(h) Replacement sales made under section 201 (c), Public Law 152, Sist 
Congress, and final disposition of proceeds therefrom are shown below, for the 
last 2 fiscal years: 











mn Unapportioned 
| Total proceeds | Apportioned ot 
— 
Fiscal year— { 
1, 425, 068 
Ti mrencicrnnsinsnieeincsesccenvasnenvmninoicsnsiiey > WUUhMA - Muna 11, 909 


1955. 6, 110, 480 | 5, $46, 000 264, 480 


1 The unapportioned balance reverts to miscellaneous receipts, Treasury, if not used in the required 


period. 
3 Pending approval. 


3. Additional factors which might be of interest are as follows: 
(a) Numerous State and local government representatives, including voluntary 
fire departments, attended the sale. Representatives from the city of Newport, 
R. L., and Cambridge, Mass., were successful in purchasing material. In the case 
of the representative from Cambridge, Mass., the supply oflicer at NCBC Davis- 
ville placed a call at the expense of the Navy to the mayor of Cambridge for the 
purpose of determining whether the individuals were bona fide representatives 
from the city of Cambridge. One of the Cambridge representatives had only 
driver’s license to support his claim as being the city manager. In every instance 
the Navy waived deposit requirements for purchases made by State and local 
government officials. This was done to accommodate these officials who obtain 
their money by a complicated procedure. 

(b) The entire direct cost of the auction held by NCBC Davisville was $62,000. 
This amount included the auctioneer’s fee of $10,690, and advertising of $5,000. 

(c) Five thousand people attended the auction sale of which 2,575 were regis- 
tered bidders. Of these, 249 were actually successful in buying one or more lots 

(d) The bidders for this sale represented 36 States and 3 foreign countries. 

(e) The NCBC had extensive free advertising in addition to the paid advertis- 
ing. Local radio and TV stations had news coverage on this auction, since it 
represented an item of interest for the New England area. A typical example is 
the tremendous interest indicated by the commentary made by Mr. John Cameron 
Swayze on his TV program. It is believed that the WBZ-TV program which was 
John Cameron Swayze’s was televised nationally. 
R. J. ARNOLD 
H. G. SPOKOWSKI 

(By direction). 


Mr. Krocu. We will do that. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, Mr. Ward, this device could be 
used as a means of circumventing the deposit of receipts into the mis- 
cellaneous account, and then being subject to congressional action 
again; is that what you mean? 

Mr. Warp. That is right. 
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Mr. McCormack. If they had a piece of real estate in Boston, for 
instance, the Post Office Department, to pick it out of the air—I will 
not say that they have—and they were going to build a parcel post 
office building there, and then later they changed their minds as to 
where would be a more desirable site and some people were willing to 
purchase the first site for business purposes, parking, for example, 
there is a demand in a big city for parking space—and they would 

refer to exchange it for some other piece of land, because if they sold 
it then it would go into the miscellaneous receipts and they would lose 
the benefit of it. That could be an illustration. 

Mr. Warp. I believe that applies to personal property, but your 
thesis is correct. The way it is being utilized the donable provision 
is really being obviated. The donable program is being obviated, as 
well as the utilization program within the rest of the Federal Gov- 
ernment which General Services Administration handles. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions? I do not think 
that we want to extend this too far. We have things that are more 
pertinent to the matter before us. Are there any further questions, 
Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. It might help to clarify a point that is bothering 
Mr. Jonas very much. Normally, the only unused property sold 
under exchange sale would be due to obsolescence. 

With respect to the property not being used since 1945, the logical 
explanation is that it is mobilization reserve equipment which eventu- 
ally becomes obsolete and therefore they were able to sell it under the 
exchange-sale provision. That is the only possible explanation I 
could think of. 

Mr. McCormack. Under the exchange of property then the other 
agencies do not have a chance if they need it to take advantage of it 
and get the use of it; do they? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We agree. 

Mr. McCormack. Suppose the Army is selling something even the 
Navy, within the Department of Defense, does not have an oppor- 
tunity for it. Say that there is a crane that the Army owns and un- 
der this exchange procedure they are selling it, and suppose the Navy 
needs it. The Navy does not get a chance to say, “We need that”; 
does it? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. That is right, generally. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you think that is for the best interests of the 
taxpayer ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We do not, but we did not make the law, sir. The 
regulations are based on the law. As a matter of fact, as I recall as 
indicated the other day, they had this under study—we are working 
with them on it—and we are just as interested in it as they are in 
tightening it up and trying to improve it to the extent that we can. 

Mr. McCormack. To tighten the regulations under 201 (c) ? 

Mr. Sunpstrom. To the extent that we can, but it is technically 
not excess, as has been explained time and time again. We have got 
it for sale. We do not determine whether or not it is to be exchange 
sale property. We are just selling agents. We have got it. Some- 
body gives it to us and says “Sell it.” 
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Mr. McCormack. It is rather strange that the Army has some- 
thing excess, and under the exchange provision, exercising that, that 
the Navy or the Air Corps could not get it. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. It is not excess and we cannot do anything about 
it. 

Mr. McCormack. And you do not need it. You are going to sell it. 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. It is not unneeded property. 

Mr. McCormack. You are going to sell it. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. We are told to sell it; yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, when you sell a lot of this stuff, the 
purpose of exchanging it would seem to me is the exchanging of 
specific items, such as a crane or an automobile or 100 automobiles for 
hundreds that you are going to purchase back. I can see that that is 
a specific item, a specific deal. 

The purpose was not to sell and get it back into some fund and buy 
something that, not having in mind what you were just going to buy. 
That never was intended. 

Mr. Sunpsrrom. I do not know what was intended in the law. 

Mr. Nasu. These sales of equipment, the proceeds realized there- 
from, must be applied to similar type property. In other words, if 
we sell tractors, a particular kind of tractor, we can only use the 
proceeds therefrom to buy a new tractor. 

Mr. McCormack. At the time you sell it, is it not fair to assume 
that intent should exist that the Department was going to buy addi- 
tional tractors ¢ 

Mr. Nasu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that so? 

Mr. Nasu. I believe it is. 

Mr. Sunpstrom. When they identify it as in the exchange sale, 
rather than surplus, the implication is that it is needed property 
and that they are buying similar type of property on a trade-in 
basis. 

Mr. Moss. In connection with that, and the material that you are 
going to supply us on the Davisville sale, I would be interested in 
whether you did determine there that it was obsolete property because 
of the nature of the items offered for sale. I would question obso- 
lescence as a proper ground in offering it for sale. 

Mr. McCormack. I notice that a representative of the General 
Services Administration has been trying to get the attention of the 
chairman. Will you give us your name for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS TUTTLE, GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Torrie. On this matter of the obligation of the executive agen- 
cies to the fine utilization within their agencies prior to selling prop- 
erty under 201 (c), I would like permission to read two sentences from 
the current General Services Administration regulation. 
Mr. McCormack. By “current” when were they promulgated ? 
Mr. Turrie. The 7th of September 1951 regulation previously re- 
ferred to. 
Mr. McCormack. All right. 
Mr. Turrie. Section 5 thereof reads: 
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In acquiring personal property each executive agency shall as far as practica- 
ble foster and assure maximum utilization within the Government of personal 
property it determines to be available for exchange or sale pursuant to the 
provisions of this regulation. Executive agencies may exchange similar items 
with or transfer similar items to other activities within that agency and to 
other Federal agencies. 

Mr. McCormack. That is without time limit, is it not—those regu- 
lations are without time limit? 

Mr. Tuttie. These are current today. Is that what you mean? 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, there is no fiscal year, or the 
succeeding fiscal year involved there? 

Mr. Turtie. No; this is an obligation which arises at the moment 
a determination is made by any executive agency that they would 
like to sell an item under the provisions of 201 (c). And this calls 
for an attempt first to find further use for the item somewhere else in 
the Government. 

Mr. McCormack. Has that been followed? 

Mr. Tutrie. Has it been followed ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Turtrte. It is followed by most executive agencies, by the inter- 
nal operating procedures which we have reviewed. 

It was attempted by the Department of Defense on a full-scale basis 
to our knowledge a year to 18 months ago. As I understand it, it is 
still carried out in the Department of Defense on 1 or 2 categories 
of property. I think it is machine tools where it is presently in 
operation. 

Mr. Moss. But not in general operation ? 

Mr. Turrie. But not generally in operation. That is the way we 
understand it. 

Mr. McCormack. Is the General Services Administration consider- 
ing now the tightening of the regulations under 201 (c) ? 

Mr. Turriz. Yes, sir. We have had a number of meetings with 
executive agencies, including the Department of Defense. We are 
not satisfied with the operations under this current regulation. 

We had a codified draft ready for issuance which will tighten 
considerably some of the practices under section 201 (c) of the Federal 
Property Act. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions? There is just 
one amendment that I would like to call to your attention, Mr. Keogh, 
that will be considered by the subcommittee. Will you read that, 
Mr. Ward? 

Mr. Warp. Strike out section 2 (p. 2, lines 8 through 12) and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph (2) of subsection (k) of section 208 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“For the purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘property’ does not include any 
single item of personal property donated under subsection (j) of this section 
which has a fair value at the time of donation of less than $5,000.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section shall be effective only with respect 
to property transferred after the date of enactment of this Act. 

I might state that the purpose there, Mr. Keogh, is to insure com- 
pliance on major items of personal property. 

Mr. Krocu. I understand. 

Mr. Warp. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and I believe the General Accounting Office suggested something 
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along this line. It may or may not be of particular pertinence to you 
folks. It reads as follows: 

Strike out section 5 (p. 3, lines 10 through 17) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

Sec. 5. No restrictions or conditions on the utilization of surplus personal 
property donated or sold at a discount for educational purposes or public health 
purposes, including research, prior to the enactment of this Act, under any Act 
which deals with the disposal of surplus property, except the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, shall remain in effect after one year 
after the enactment of this Act. In the case of any item of surplus personal 
property donated under section 208 (j) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 prior to the enactment of this Act which has a fair 
value of less than $5,000 at the time of donation, no restriction or condition on 
the utilization of such item of personal property shall remain in effect after 
one year after the enactment of this Act. 

That was to try to bring all of the previous statutes up to date as 
far as the compliance requirements are concerned. 

Mr. Keoeu. I understand that. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any views that the Department wants 
to express at this time? 

Mr. Nasu. I think that we would defer to the other agencies on 
that. 

Mr. McCormack. These are suggested amendments as I say. 

If there are no further questions, we want to thank you, Mr. Keogh, 
and you, Mr. Jenkins, and all of you other gentlemen for appearing 
before this committee today. 

Mr. Jenkins. There was an earlier question with respect to the 
impact of the extension of stock funds to stations. If the question 
were asked again, I might be able to give some general information 
on it. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you know what the question is? The Chair 
will recognize you. 

Mr. Jenxins. The question revolved around further extension of 
the stock fund. It is contemplated by the Department of the Army 
to go to their overseas depots next July and to the larger stations. 
Does that answer the question? As to the impact on it, the property 
that is at the station and will be brought under the stock fund, of 
course, under the present regulations would be subject to disposal of 
by sale. That is, so long as those regulations remain in effect. 

However, in the proposed regulations that we are going to issue 
we have a provision in there that if something has been sold from 
the stock fund and was in use at the station but later became excess 
to the station, it would not be brought back into the stock fund unless 
it was needed by the Department of the Army as a whole. In other 
words, if it was excess it would be disposed of as non-stock-fund prop- 
erty. This should lessen the impact of extension to the stock fund 
to stations insofar as donations are concerned. 

Mr. Moss. The general effect would be a further withdrawal of items 
from the donable surplus program ? 

Mr. Jenkins. Yes; to some extent that will happen. 

Mr. Moss. We had information, I think, earlier in the hearing that 
answered my question. I merely wanted to verify it. i 

Mr. Jenkins. If I might, I would like to clarify these different 
percentages of returns that we have been presented. 


we 
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We have talked about generally 5 or 6 or 7 percent return on all 
types of property, which includes scrap, salvage, and property that 
has little or no value other than its content value. 

That is true of some of the data that the task force picked up at 
Schenectady, N. Y., and Atlanta, Ga., and Norfolk, Va. Those are 
the summary figures on the table you have. 

In addition, the task force attempted to pick out a limited number 
of items within the time that they had that represented the kind of 
items which Health, Education, and Welfare customers were inter- 
ested in. 

Most of those items, samples of which were brough back, those were 
relatively new items. I think all but two out of the whole group were 
new. Those showed a return of roughly 40 percent. I believe that 
you have a document which gives that information. 

Mr. McCormack. Forty percent of what? 

Mr. Jenkins. Of the acquisition cost—40 percent of that. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. 

Mr. Jenkins. I believe there is a document which Howard Gammon 
has that shows that data. 

The middle of last week I had a brochure from the Columbus Gen- 
eral Depot showing an auction of 2,000 items and, without knowing 
what the acquisition cost or the proceeds were, I picked out 65 of the 
stock fund lots that seemed to me to represent the kind of material 
that Health, Education, and Welfare was interested in. 

I phoned and gave them the lot numbers and asked them to give me 
the acquisition cost and the proceeds by lots of those items. That was 
the document which we asked to be put into the record. That docu- 
ment showed 23.7 percent return which we think is probably the most 
representative one of the kind of items considering all conditions that 
would represent a fair return of what we may get. 

I just wanted to clarify those three percentages. Also, I will try 
to give you some data on the cost of the dispositions. 

We have some problems in connection with that, because it is diffi- 
cult to differentiate between the cost of what we call “demilitarization” 
of items and preparing it for sale as scrap and salvage and those costs 
which are only for the preparation of sale at an auction or under sealed 
bids. However, I have got some totals here which may be helpful to 
the committee. 

The Army obligated last year for both purposes put together $14.7 
million for the disposition of all excess surplus scrap and salvage, 
including the demilitarization of military types of items. ‘That repre- 
sented the cost of all of those activities for the disposition of $757 
million of property at acquisition cost or, roughly, about 2 percent. 

In going to the depots where we have actually held the sale, and 
where demilitarization was not a pertinent element of cost for such 
items as general supplies, the housekeeping type of items, the consen- 
sus of opinion that I have been able to get was that the cost of prepara- 
tion of sale, and the sale runs approximately 1 percent. 

If that is of any help to you I offer it for what it is worth. 

Mr. McCormack. Would that include the salaries paid to the mili- 
tary and the civilian personnel ? 

Mr. Jenxins. That includes civilian salaries, cost of movement, if 
there is transportation cost involved and other costs involved in dis- 
position of property. 
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Mr. McCormack. And the auctioneers ? 

Mr. Jenkins. And the auctioneers’ fees, yes, sir. 

It also includes the cost of the baling in connection with scrap and 
salvage. 

Mr. McCormack. That is scrap and salvage? 

Mr. JeNnKINs. That is all scrap and salvage, everything, excess, 
surplus. 

Mr. McCormack. One percent ? 

Mr. Jenkins. We think that the cost of actually selling it is about 
1 percent. The overall cost of demilitarization, baling scrap and 
salvage and the cost of selling surplus is the total of 2 percent, but for 
the kind of items we are talking about here where you do not have 
any particular preparation for sale and you do not have to demilitarize 
them in the case of scrap and salvage. 

It is just a movement from one location to the point where they are 
going to hold the sale and putting them into lots, issuing the brochures 
and keeping the clerical work straight in respect thereto. We think 
that runs about 1 percent. 

Mr. McCormack. Is that on the acquisition cost ? 

Mr. Jenkins. That is on the acquisition cost. 

Mr. McCormack. All right, now suppose you take what I read a 
moment ago, the one billion one hundred and forty odd million dollars 
that was sold on the acquisition cost basis and there was received back 
from the proceeds of the sale, $67,162,000. That is not 1 or 2 percent 
of the proceeds. 

Mr. Jenkins. No, 1 percent of the acquisition cost. 

Mr. McCormack. So that 1 percent of the acquisition cost would be? 

Mr. Jenxrns. About $10 or $11 million. 

Mr. McCormack. So in relation to the gross proceeds it would be 
a much bigger percentage 2 

Mr. Jenxrns. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. That is a matter of primary interest, you will 
agree ? 

Mr. JENKINS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. One percent of acquisition cost or 2 percent 
of acquisition cost is entirely different than what that cost would be 
as to the gross proceeds. 

Mr. Jenkins. The only reason I related it to acquisition cost is 
that I did not have the proceeds readily available. 

Mr. McCormack. What would the cost be in relation to the gross 
proceeds? ‘That is what I think I would like to have. 

Mr. Jenkins. I do not have the data on that. 

Mr. McCormack. Your average gross proceeds there is 6 percent— 
that would run 3314 percent. 

Mr. Jenxrns. On the overall. If the gross proceeds were 25 per- 
cent, and the cost of sale was 2 percent of acquisition cost, the ‘cost of 
sale would be 8 percent of the proceeds. If the cost of sale were 1 
percent of acquisition cost, the cost of sale would be 4 percent of 

yroceeds. 

Mr. McCormack. That is quite a difference. 

On the point of military personnel I might add, so far as I know 
in the case of the Army depots I have visited, there is very little 
military personnel in the depots in this country that are engaged in 
property disposal. Mostly that would be the property disposal officer 
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or the supervisory officer. Most of the rest of personnel engaged in 
disposal] activities are civilians. 

Overseas I do not believe that would be a fair statement to make. 
I think most of the personnel would be military. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Jenkins, do you think that in connection with 
the amount received from the property that has been sold that the 
military gets as large a return as if it were carried on by qualified 
and trained civilians? I ask that question with no criticism. I just 
want to get your frank reaction to it. 

Mr. Jenkins. In the visits that I have made to the Army depots 
where I have talked to the property disposal officers, most of whom 
are civilians and report to the military, I have had no occasion to 
believe that their recommendations have been overruled, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I do not believe that the military would attempt to influence the 
sale of property in such a way that it would bring less than what the 
civilians could obtain. 

Mr. McCormack. If the military conducts it, they control the whole 
situation ¢ 

Mr. Jenkins. They supervise it, yes, sir; because for example—let 
me see if I can give you an example—at Columbus the property dis- 
posal officer himself is a civilian but he reports to a military man. 
And he in turn for property disposal activities is subject to control 
and supervision of the Army commander. 

I have had no indication whatsoever that there was any attempt on 
the part of anybody, either at the station level or above, that would 
attempt to change his recommendations that would result in anything 
other than the best returns. 

On the other hand, I think this is an activity that is sufficiently com- 
plex that the military would not be inclined to argue with the prop- 
erty disposal officer who seemed to know his business. 

Mr. McCormack. Are these Defense Department employees? 

Mr. Jenkins. They are Defense Department employees. 

Mr. McCormack. If they were the employees of some other depart- 
ment, I could see it. 

Mr. JENKINS. They are departmental employees. For example, in 
an Army depot, the disposal people are Army people. 

Mr. McCormack. Those of us who have been in Congress for a 
while, we have had our own experiences. 

Mr. Jenkins. These property-disposal officers, the ones that I have 
come in contact with, Mr. Chairman, have given me the impression 
that they are trying to do a very good job. 

They go to a lot of trouble to build these lots up in a manner they 
think will bring the best returns, considering the conditions in their 
own locality. 

Mr. Warp. I want to clarify one point. I was talking to your 
General Counsel this morning, Mr. Jenkins. The sole point that 
seems to have disturbed him was the authority to write off the capitali- 
zation that is involved in the donation. We had taken that matter up 
with the representatives of the General Accounting Office who said 
that beyond any doubt the authority to donate as it would be in Public 
Law H. R. 3322 would be the authority to write off. So there is no 
question in the minds of the General Accounting Office as to that point. 
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I wish that you would convey that to Mr. McNeil. We will get to- 
gether then on this language—we can set a time for some time this 
afternoon—with the folks from Health, Education, and Welfare, who 
did not have an opportunity to see some of the later drafts. 

Mr. McCormack. That is the suggested draft ? 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Are there any further questions by any members 
of the committee? We thank you very much, Mr. Keogh, and your 
associates and staff. 

Is there anything further that you want to say, Mr. Thomas, or any- 
body from the General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I do not have anything that I would like to add. I 
do not know of anything. If the committee has any other question I 
would be glad to answer them. 

Mr. McCormack. I could ask you the question I asked Mr. Jenkins 
but I will not. We will get that later. 

Mr. Tuomas. I think I answered that question earlier. 

Mr. McCormack. You did in your original testimony. 

If there is nothing further, the Chair will declare the hearings 
closed and thank each and every one of you and all witnesses who 
participated. 

The Chair hopes that the subcommittee will have early action on this 
matter one way or another and suggests to Mr. Ward that he discuss 
these suggested amendments with the various agencies and depart- 
ments so that the subcommittee might meet on Wednesday morning 
next. Isthat agreeable to you? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. That will be Wednesday at 10. 

We will now stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 30 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


APPENDIX I 


The following statements of Members of Congress and the Resident Commis- 
sioner of Puerto Rico, in support of H. R. 3322, were ordered by the subcommittee 
to be inserted in the record of these hearings at this point: 


STATEMENT OF Hon, CARL ALBERT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I want to congratulate the gentleman from Massachusets, Mr. 
McCormack, for introducing H. R. 3322 and for pressing for prompt action on it. 
I also would like to compliment the Senator from Arkansas, Mr. McClellan, 
and the other Senators, both Democrats and Republicans, who have joined him 
in the Senate in sponsoring a companion bill to that introduced by Mr. Mc- 
Cormack. 

I don’t need to tell you how important it is that Congress deal with this problem 
expeditiously. As you know, this legislation is made necessary by the action of 
the Defense Department, circumventing the clear intent of Congress providing 
for the disposal of billions of dollars worth of supplies which the Federal Govern- 
ment does not need. 

It seems to me Congress made it quite clear in 1949 and 1950 that surplus prop- 
erty, both real and personal, no longer needed by the Government, should be 
donated to educational and health institutions. For a time this program seemed 
to be working very well. All sorts of surplus items—typewriters, tables, chairs, 
radios, motors, trucks, musical instruments, refrigerators, clothing—were finding 
a useful place in schools and hospitals all over the country. 

But on February 1, 1954, the comptroller of the Defense Department issued a 
regulation which negated an act of Congress and put the brakes on this very 
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worthwhile program. Under the regulation the surplus property so badly needed 
by educational and health institutions was pulled back and held for sale at public 
auctions. 

The figures show that the Government has realized very little money from the 
sale of this merchandise, the return being only 6 or 7 cents on each dollar invested. 
Schools and health institutions which could have made good use of this property 
have been forced to forego it because in most cases they were unable to bid on it 
at public auctions. 

I am informed that as much as $3 billion worth of surplus property may be 
available this year. While schools and health institutions couldn’t possibly use 
much of this material, they certainly could use larger quantities than they are 
able to obtain under the present program. 

This is one of the most flagrant examples I have seen of Government bureauc- 
racy subverting the intent of Congress. I don’t know whether or not the Defense 
Department put this regulation into effect in an effort to make a good financial 
showing. I do know that this property belongs to the taxpayers, and it certainly 
should be returned to them in the manner in which it will do the most good. As 
it has worked out, the Government has realized very little cash from sales, and 
our badly overcrowded educational and health institutions have been deprived 
of useful property they so desperately need. 

It seems rather ridiculous to me that it should be necessary for Congress to 
restate the position it so obviously took 4 or 5 years ago in directing that usable 
surplus property be turned over to educational and health institutions. But since 
the Defense Department has allocated to itself the authority to overrule Congress, 
I urge this committee to approve this legislation and make it clear once and for 
all that we want this surplus property used for the benefit of American schools 
and health institutions. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. Epwarp P. BoLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity of 
presenting my views on the proposal presently under consideration by this 
committee. 

The surplus property utilization program has been of inestimable value to 
Massachusetts educational and health institutions. A total of $40 million 
(acquisition value) worth of real and personal property has been donated or 
acquired by public-benefit discount since 1946 for more than 500 schools and 
colleges, and more than 100 hospitals in the State. 

For the past year the surplus property donation program has been losing 
huge quantities of very valuable surplus property due to the activities of Federal 
agencies and departments selling their surplus to salvage dealers rather than 
making it available for distribution to eligible schools and hospitals. 

These salvage dealers, in turn, have offered to sell the property acquired to 
schools and hospitals at huge profits. I believe that Federal property once 
procured by taxpayers should be used when needed by education and health 
institutions for the benefit of the taxpayers. 

Changes in the basic act outlined by H. R. 3322 would assure education and 
health institutions of a justified prior claim on beneficial surplus property. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge that this committee report favor- 
ably on this bill to Congress so that we may have a better and more effective 
utilization of surplus Government property for educational and public-health 
purposes for the years to come. 

I am attaching letters from educational and health institutions in Massa- 
chusetts favoring this proposal and request that the same be included in the 
record of the hearings. 


NICHOLS JUNIOR COLLEGE, 
Dudley, Mass., February 16, 1955. 
Hon, Epwarp P. BoLanp, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Sir: It is the desire of this institution to bring to your attention an in- 
terest and request for favorable action on certain bills now being proposed for 
legislative action. 

Specifically we are referring to H. R. 3322 introduced by Congressman John W. 
McCormack, of Massachusetts, and S. 1004 introduced by Senator John McCel- 
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lan, of Arkansas. These bills relate to the disposal of Federal surplus property 
requiring that such property be first available to eligible schools and hospitals 
before being made available to salvage dealers. 

This institution has been aided very materially by being eligible to acquire 
such surplus property. Many items the college has purchased could not have 
been bought on the open market. The administration of the surplus property 
under the department of education, and specifically its supervisor, Robert F. 
Nolan, has been very fair and efficiently performed. 

It is our opinion that all the institutions who have been interested in this 
material have received very real assistance and would unhesitatingly indicate 
their appreciation. 

It is requested that you register your interest and endorsement of both these 
bills with the proper committees of the House and Senate. 

With kindest personal wishes and appreciation of your efforts in our behalf, 

Very sincerely yours, 
JAMES L. CoNnRAD, President. 





AMHERST COLLEGE, 
Amherst, Mass., February 14, 1955. 
Hon. Epwarp P. BoLanp, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. BoLtaNnnp: The surplus property donation programs for schools and 
colleges which have been in effect in one form or another since approximately 
the end of the war, have been very valuable to Amherst College. These pro- 
grams have provided Amherst College with items in the fields of laboratory 
equipment, automotive equipment, machinery, business machinery, and general 
supplies, providing the college with useful material which would be beyond 
the budget of the college. 

The thinning out of the program in the last year or two as carried on through 
the State department of education has been notable, and we feel that the amount 
received by the Government from the general sale of this material in the open 
market is trivial compared to the benefits conferred by its donation to schools, 
colleges, and hospitals. 

We will welcome your support of H. R. 3322 and will be glad to have you 
record our endorsement of this bill with the proper committees or on any occasion 
that may seem propitious. 

Yours very truly, 
HERBERT G. JOHNSON, Comptroller. 





SPRINGFIELD COLLEGE, 
Springfield 9, Mass., February 28, 1955. 
Hon. Epwarp P. BoLanp, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Botanp: I note that Congressman McCormack has introduced 
H. R. 3322 which would amend existing Federal law to require donation of 
property to schools and hospitals prior to disposal by any other means. I would 
like to encourage your support of this bill. 

Springfield College has benefited from the war surplus property donation 
program and is grateful for the help that this has given us. We have obtained 
some useful equipment. Mr. Robert Nolan, surplus administrator in Boston, 
has always been most helpful. 

Educational institutions are faced with very acute operating problems these 
days and preference to such institutions over commercial applicants in the 
disposition of Government surplus property serves a very important public 
yurpose. 

We shall follow the progress of this legislation with great interest and will! 
be deeply appreciative of your efforts in behalf of so worthy a cause. 
Sincerely yours, 
Donatp C. Stoner, President 
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St. ELIZABETH’s HOSPITAL. 
Brighton, Mass., February 8, 1955. 
Hon. Epwarp P. BoLanp, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BoLAND: During the past 5 years, St. Elizabeth’s Hospital 
has had the opportunity of benefiting substantially through the donation program 
of Government surplus properties. Not everything given was in working order, 
but was made so with minimum expense by the hospital maintenance men. 

These contributions added materially to the educational programs at the 
hospital, both in replacing wornout dormitory furniture, and improving the 
teaching aids, such as projectors, screens, and various laboratory equipment, 
Additional anesthesia machines improved the learning opportunities for the 
residents in anesthesia. So, too, did a contributed resuscitator, which at the 
same time increased the efficiency of our emergency department. Surplus X-ray 
items added inestimably to the services available for both patients and the 
education of resident doctors. Miscellaneous surgical instruments and pharma- 
ceuticals have been of value in the clinics. 

The return to the Government lends itself to some tangible measurement. 
Currently more than six graduates of the school of nursing are in Government 
service all over the world. Thirty of our doctors have gone into military service 
in the past 5 years. 

Locally, the hospital serves a wide section of Boston, which includes a highly 
industrialized area as well as a thickly populated one. Costs at St. Elizabeth’s 
are the lowest prevailing in metropolitan Boston and this is due in no small 
measure to the contributed surplus materials. 

In view of the foregoing statements which must prevail in other similar institu- 
tions to a greater or lesser degree, you are respectfully asked to consider 
favorably H. R. 3522 proposed by Congressman McCormack, which safeguards 
the continuance of the donation program, and is opposed to bid sales of surplus 
materials to speculators who would be the only ones to profit by such a method 
of disposing of surplus properties. The passage of H. R. 3322 is in the interest 
of the common good. Its passage is strongly recommended to you. 

Very truly yours, 
Sister Mary Atma, O. S. F., 
Administrator. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., February 21, 1955. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DONABLE PROPERTY, 


Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Stirs: I enclose herewith several communications I received in support 
of H. R. 3822, which is now before your subcommittee for consideration. 
I should like to voice my support of this legislation and in connection there- 
with, make the enclosures part of the record. 
However, when they have served their purpose, will you be kind enough to 
return them to me for my files? 
Sincerely yours, 


ALBERT W. CRETELLA, 
Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF HON. IRWIN D. DAVIDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEw YORK 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: Thank you for giving me this 
opportunity to support H. R. 3322 introduced by your distinguished chairman. 

I cannot urge too strongly the speedy passage of this bill. As an indication of 
the need and strong support behind this measure, I would like, with the permis- 
sion of the chairman, to have a telegram I received from Joseph V. Spagna, 
commissioner of the department of purchase, city of New York, made part of 
the record. 

I trust that the committee will soon be able to affirmatively recommend en- 
actment of this bill to the full committee and in turn to Congress. It has my 
wholehearted support. 
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FEBRUARY 17, 1955. 
Hon. Irwin D. DAvIpson, 
Capitol, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 
As commissioner of the department of purchase, city of New York, I am 
in full accord with aims of bill H. R. 3322. May I urge your full support toward 
passage of this important bill which will greatly benefit our education and 


public-health services. 
JOSEPH V. SPAGNA, 


Commissioner, Department Of Purchase, City of New York. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. JAMES J. DELANEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
of submitting a short statement in support of H. R. 3322. 

No one can question that the disposal of surplus Government property under 
the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
greatly benefited our schools and hospitals. 

Today, our educational systems and health facilities are under great strain 
trying to meet current needs. In spite of this, by arbitrary regulations the 
Department of Defense has largely nullified the surplus property donation pro- 
gram, thus bringing added hardships to our educational and health institutions. 

Schools and hospitals in my area have been hard hit by the action of the 
Department of Defense and are urging that corrective measures be taken. 

I hope the committee will act favorably on H. R. 3322 and thus restore the 
original intent of Congress relative to the disposal of surplus property and afford 
the schools and hospitals the relief they need ana so richly deserve. 





STATEMENT OF HON, WILLIAM JENNINGS BRYAN DORN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee; I appear before you today 
in support of H. R. 3322, introduced by the distinguished gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. McCormack. 

Nearly every survey made by the States or Federal Government shows a great 
need for public-school construction and better facilities for our smaller colleges 
and universities. I need not remind you, Mr. Chairman, that during the war 
years and immediately after, our people were patriotic and cooperated with our 
national policy in holding construction down to a minimum. The same is true 
of hospitals and other such eleemosynary institutions. During this period of 
time, pupils eligible to enter public schools have greatly increased in number and 
many of those begging for entrance into our institutions of higher learning are 
being turned away because of inadequate facilities. 

I do not hesitate to say that my people are almost 100 percent behind this bill, 
particularly the provision that states, “No property (including property capi- 
talized in a working-capital fund) shall be sold under this or any other act as 
surplus property until it has been determined whether or not such property is 
usable and necessary for education purposes or public health purposes, including 
research.” 

I think this bill is timely and it is fair to the taxpayers and the people of this 
country. It is urgently needed, Mr. Chairman. I deplore any policy which 
would permit selfish interests and speculators to secure this property and advance 
their own selfish financial interest. If our schools, colleges, hospitals, and re- 
search foundations can be given priority on this surplus property it will greatly 
benefit the whole Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of this bill and I will do my utmost to assist 
you in expediting its passage by the House. 





STATEMENT OF HON. CLYDE DOYLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I thank you for giving me this time to present briefly my support 
of the very worthy objectives of H. R. 3322, authored by the distinguished 
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majority leader, Representative John McCormack of Massachusetts. It is cer- 
tainly most commendable of him, with all his many additional duties as majority 
leader, to take the time and strength not only to author this important bill but 
to actively sit in committee from day to day with you other busy Congressmen 
in a prompt and timely effort to further its worthy objectives. 

As a member of the Committee on Armed Services of this great legislative 
body during these last several years, I believe I am fully aware of the factual 
information that there is on hand in Government agencies much property which 
to all intents and purposes is well described in H. R. 3322 as “surplus property.” 
But H. R. 3322 in the first paragraph thereof I believe specifies that section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S. C., 
sec. 484) be amended by inserting after A, paragraph 2, pertinent, well-timed, 
and objective language, as follows: “No property (including property capitalized 
in a working capital fund) shall be sold under this or any other Act as surplus 
property until it has been determined whether or not such property is usable 
and necessary for educational purposes or public health purposes, including 
research.” 

Then in this bill there follows other timely amendments which at this time 
it is not necessary for me to remind you of because all of the text of the 
bill is pending before you for your considered opinion, and, I hope, gentlemen, 
your approval. May I, however, emphasize that the amendment to section 3 
(203) of the same act can well be amended as proposed in the bill and that 
said amendment will do constructive good because it will authorize cooperative 
agreements by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare or the head of 
any Federal agency designated by such Secretary to enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with all or any of the other departments of education or health or with 
other State agencies which are responsible for carrying out, in the vrri us 
States, the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational 
purposes and health purposes. It well provides that these proposed cooperative 
agreements may provide that either the Federal agencies or State agencies 
will assume certain responsibility and that the State agencies will make avail- 
able to the other agencies such property, personnel, or funds as may be neces- 
sary to put into effect and perform the duties. 

In connection with my support of this bill, gentlemen, I thought I would quote 
from just a few of the communications received from school districts in the 
great 23d District, Los Angeles County, in my native State of California, which 
great congressional district contains more than one-half million residents which 
I have the honor and privilege of representing this, my fifth term in this great 
legislative body. The quotations are as follows: 


From Joe L. Campbell, assistant superintendent, Downey City School District, 
Downey, Calif. 


“Along with almost all other school districts, this school district has received 
great benefit from being permitted to buy war surplus property at a greatly 
reduced rate. We understand that there is strong probability that this valuable 
source of equipment and materials will be cut off. I understand that pending 
bills, H. R. 3322 and S. 1004, both provide for a continuation of the availability 
of war surplus supplies of school districts. We sincerely hope that you will 
do everything possible to secure the passage of legislation which would assure 
the continued availability of surplus property.” 


From Donald Reber, superintendent, Lynwood Unified School District, Lynwood, 
Calif. 


“The Lynwood Unified School District would appreciate your active support 
on H. R. 3322. Our district has benefited greatly from this program.” 


From Norman Wampler, superintendent, Bellflower City School District, Bell- 
flower, Calif. 

“The Bellflower City School District, through the last several years, has been 
able to provide a substantial saving to the local taxpayers by using considerable 
quantities of donated Federal surplus property as provided by Public Law 152. 
We are gravely concerned about the possibility of some administrative action 
which would no longer permit such donations. It is our understanding that 
legislation has been introduced to amend the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, Public Law 152, so as to improve the administration 
of the program and to clarify the right of donation of such property. Your 
support of this proposed legislation will be most appreciated.” 
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From Bolton Jones, acting superintendent, Gallatin School District, Downey, 
Calif. 

“Tt has come to my attention that two bills have been drafted to amend and 
improve the administration of the program for the utilization of surplus property 
for educational and public-health purposes. I am referring specifically to H. R. 
3322, introduced by Mr. McCormack of Massachusetts, and S. 1004, introduced 
by Senator John McClellan of Arkansas. I represent a district that has been 
able to secure many items from surplus properties in the past and this fact 
has been of inestimatable value to the people of this district. Our district 
is one that has had a tremendous growth of school population and getting sur- 
plus properties has been a great advantage in helping to reduce our educational 
costs. I urge you to support these bills when the opportunity arises and any- 
thing I can do to help will be gladly done. Please give it your support.” 


From Jack Robinson, superintendent, Paramount Unified School District, Para- 
mount, Calif. 


“Our Paramount School District has made wide and extremely good use of 
Jovernment surplus items and we are anxious that H. R. 3322 and S. 1004 be 
passed. Will you give it your support? We will appreciate your efforts.” 


From C. F. Shambaugh, superintendent, Downey Union High School District, 
Downey, Calif. 

“We have been advised that certain bills are being introduced in the House 
of Representatives and the Senate to amend the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, Public Law 152, so as to improve the administra- 
tion of the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational and 
public-health purposes. 

“During the past several years, Downey Union High School District has 
benefited from the surplus-property program and we are desirous of seeing the 
program continued. The purpose of this letter is, of course, to solicit your 
support of this legislation.” 

So you see, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the foregoing state- 
ments of fact as communicated to me by these distinguished schoolmen and 
educators in the 23d District, in response to my inquiry, clearly show the worthi- 
ness and necessity of the passage of H. R. 3322 as related to the too rapidly 
increasing school population and the crowded conditions and the limited financial 
support and resources existing there. No doubt such communications as I have 
quoted to you can be multiplied by the thousands from other school districts in 
our great Nation. I hope this committee and subcommittee do vote this bill out 
by “do pass.” I pledge you my vigorous support on the floor of the House for its 
prompt enactment by the House of Representatives. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. Ep EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of authoriznng the utilization of Government 
surplus property for educational and public health purposes as provided for in 
H. R. 3322, introduced by the distinguished House majority leader, Congressman 
John W. McCormack of Massachusetts. 

A provision of this bill which is very badly needed would provide that no 
property shall be sold as surplus until it is determined whether or not it is usable 
and necessary for educational or public health purposes, including research. 

Another provision which I consider highly necessary would give the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare the authority to screen this surplus property 
before it is made available to the public. 

The urgent need for the passage of this bill has been brought to my attention 
by college presidents, county superintendents of schools, public school officials in 
individual communities, and by the head of an Oklahoma State hospital. 

In addition, the director of the Oklahoma State Agency for Surplus Property, 
Mr. Sam Ewing, has written me as follows: 

“This bill is one that every surplus property State agent, as well as the schools, 
hospitals, and institutions of this State has been trying to get over. We, on the 
distributing end of this bill, realize the great need for this change.” 

Dr. Harrell E. Garrison, president of Northeastern State College at Tahlequah. 
Okla., advises me: 
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“Northeastern State College wishes to urge that you support H. R. 3322 which 
will permit the health, education, and welfare research agency to screen surplus 
property for public institutional use before it is stockpiled for selling to private 
individuals,” 

Mr. Jacob Johnson, president of Conners State Agricultural College at Warner, 
Okla., has written me urging support of the bill as follows: 

“There is much surplus property that could be of great use to the schools of the 
Nation. We believe that Mr. McCormack’s resolution is needed to see that 
more of this property is directed to the use of health, education, and welfare.” 

Mr. James 0. Baird, president of Central Christian College at Bartlesville, 
Okla., states that he believes passage of this bill “will strengthen the cause of 
public and private education in the State of Oklahoma.” 

Mr. Roy H. Cantrell, president of Bethany-Peniel College at Bethany, Okla., 
has written me in part as follows: 

“We are very grateful for the opportunities we have had in the past of work- 
ing with Government surplus property. It has assisted us in getting some 
equipment that would have been utterly impossible had it not been for the 
savings in Government surplus property. * * * If this bill could be passed it 
would be a great help in a material way to all colleges of the Nation.” 

Similar communications have been received from Dr. E. P. Henry, head of the 
Oklahoma State Hospital at Taft, Okla., and from too many county school 
superintendents and local school officials to quote. 

However, the data and information supplied in these statements already given 
clearly show the desire, the need, and the advisability of this legislation. 

Let us therefore write into law the changes and safeguards provided in this 
bill for the benefit of our educational and public health institutions. 

With our crowded schools and hospitals desperately needing every bit of help 
they can obtain, we should leave no stone unturned to give them adequate first 
rights in obtaining surplus property of the Federal Government. 

I urge support of this legislation, and I sincerely hope this committee will give 
the House an opportunity to vote for it at the earliest possible date. 


STATEMENT OF Dr. A. FERNOS-ISERN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER OF i’UurTo RICO 


Mr. Chairman, I appear in support of H. R. 3322, which wevld 


strengthen 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, su as to make 
surplus property of the Federal Government more readily availabie for free 
distribution to public health and educational institutions. 

As you may know, there has been in operation in Puerto Rico a program 
of accelerated development of educational and health institutions. There 
have been great strides made there in education, health, and sanitation, but 
we feel that we have still considerable to achieve. School facilities are being 
expanded as rapidly as possible in order to accommodate the school-age popu- 
lation. As additional class rooms are opened, additional supplies are required. 
Puerto Rico can put to good use for its educational system any surplus prop- 
erty suitable for educational purposes. The same is true about our health 
department, which is under considerable burden to meet demands. 

May I make a suggestion, however. As you know, Puerto Rico recently 
acquired the political status of a commonwealth of the United States. Aec- 
cordingly, I think it would be desirable for the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 to be amended to include “the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico” wherever the terms “Territories and possessions of the United 
States” or “States, Territories and possessions” are used. 

Such amendments would make it clear that Congress intended for this 
act to apply to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, which is not properly a 
State or a Territory or a possession. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Tuomas P. O'NEILL, Jr., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETIS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am more than happy to 
have the opportunity to express to you my support of the legislation now before 
you, H. R. 3322. 

It is my firm belief that it is to the best interests of all of our people that 
surplus mechanical and technical equipment, originally purchased but no 
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longer required by the Federal Government, should be kept flowing directly 
to the many educational and health institutions of our country. 

We are all familiar with the great demands upon our schools and our hos- 
pitals, and of their need for much of the surplus material of the Federal Gov- 
ernment which can be procured at little or no cost to them. None of this 
equipment should be diverted to other uses until all of the needs of our quali- 
fied schools and hosiptals have been met. Where there is the greatest need, 
the greatest good can be accomplished through enlarging the program to pro- 
vide for more such goods for these institutions, and for better administration 
of the program. 

I believe that the proposed changes in the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, which are contained in H. R. 3322 will defi- 
nitely increase the public benefits which accrue from the use of this surplus 
material, and I earnestly recommend to the committee that this measure be 
favorably reported. 





APPENDIX II 


The following communications, containing the views of various Departments 
of the Government with regard to H. R. 3322, were ordered by the subcommittee 
to be inserted in the record of these hearings at this point: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Hon. Witt1AmM L. Dawson, February 16, 1955. 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Dawson: Thank you for your letter of February 5, 1955, giving us 
an opportunity to comment on H. R. 3322, a bill to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of 
the program for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public- 
health purposes. 

This Department takes no position regarding the bill generally, since the 
proposal relates primarily to activities of other Government agencies. However, 
it is desired to make the following comments. 

If the bill, as presently worded, includes trust-fund and corporation property, 
it is believed that it should be amended to exempt such property because of the 
nature of the funds involved. 

With regard to property of the working capital funds of this Department, the 
legislation establishing these funds imposes a legal responsibility to protect their 
integrity and to keep the assets intact. Therefore as a matter of principle, it is 
believed that the assets of the working capital funds should be disposed of in a 
manner which would return to the funds an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the assets at the time of disposition. However, in view of the small 
amount of working capital fund property which may become surplus to the opera- 
tions of this Department, it is not believed that the amount of such surplus prop- 
erty which would be donated under this bill would have any material effect on our 
operations. 

The provision of the bill (sec. 3) relating to cooperative agreements is not 
clear. If the intent is to authorize mutual arrangements between Federal and 
State agencies to facilitate allocation or utilization of donable property after 
it has been authorized for donation by the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration in accordance with subsections (j) or (k) of section 203 of the 
act, we would have no objection to such provision However, it is our view that 
this bill should in no way impair the present authority of the Administrator 
of the General Services Administration to have supervision and direction over 
the disposition (including donation) of surplus property. 

In view of the time situation we have not obtained advice from the Bureau of 
the Budget regarding the relationship of this bill to the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, February 3, 1955. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

DEAR Mr. SecreTAry: Reference is made to letter of October 5, 1954, from 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army (FM), presenting for decision certain 
questions relating to transfers of property which is carried in the civil works 
functions revolving fund, Corps of Engineers, established by the Civil Functions 
Appropriations Act, 1954, Public Law 153, approved July 27, 1953, 67 Stat. 199. 
The law provides as follows : 
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“For establishment of a revolving fund, to be available without fiscal year 

limitation, for expenses necessary for the maintenance and operation of the 
plant and equipment of the Corps of Engineers used in civil-works functions, 
including acquisition of plant and equipment, maintenance, repair, and purchase, 
operation, and maintenance of not to exceed four aircraft at any one time, 
temporary financing of services finally chargeable to appropriations for civil- 
works functions, and the furnishing of facilities and services for military funce- 
tions of the Department of the Army and other Government agencies and private 
persons, as authorized by law, $100; and in addition, the Secretary of the Army 
is authorized to provide capital for the fund by capitalizing the present inven- 
tories, plant and equipment of the civil-works functions of the Corps of Engi- 
neers. The fund shall be credited with reimbursements or advances for the 
cost of equipment, facilities, and services furnished, at rates which shall include 
charges for overhead and related expenses, depreciation of plant and equip- 
ment, and accrued leave: Provided, That on July 1, 1958, (1) the fund shall 
assume the assets, liabilities, and obligations of the plant accounts, as carried on 
the records of the Corps of Engineers as of June 30, 1953, under the appropria- 
tions for ‘Maintenance and improvement of existing river and harbor works’, 
‘Flood control, general’, and ‘Flood control, Mississippi River and tributaries,’ 
and (2) there shall be transferred from said appropriations to the fund amounts 
equivalent to the unexpended cash balances of the plant accounts on June 30, 
1953: Provided further, That the total capital of said fund shall not exceed 
$140 million.” 

The revolving fund is an individual entity established to finance the expenses 
necessary for the maintenance and operation of the plant and equipment of 
the Corps of Engineers used in civil-works functions. As a general rule, the 
corpus of the revolving fund should not be impaired by the transfer of assets. 
However, transfers of property which are authorized by law or statutory regu- 
lations to be made without reimbursement constitute an exception to 
rule. 

Sections 1257 and 13811, title 10, United States Code, cited in the letter of 
October 5, 1954, as authority for transfers of property, were repealed by sec 
tion 1 (18) of the act of October 31, 1951, 65 Stat. 702. Hence, any transfers 
of property involved would appear to be those authorized by the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, Public Law 152, approved 
June 30, 1949, as amended. Section 202 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 40 U. S. C. 483, provides, in pertinent 
part (quoting from the United States Code) : 

“Sec. 483. Property utilization—(a) Policies and methods. 

“In order to minimize expenditures for property, the Administrator shall 
prescribe policies and methods to promote the maximum utilization of excess 
property by executive agencies, and he shall provide for the transfer of excess 
property among Federal agencies and to the organizations specified in section 
630 ¢ (f) of title 5. The Administrator, with the approval of the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, shall prescribe the extent of reimbursement for such 
transfers of excess property: Provided, That reimbursement shall be required 
of the fair value, as determined by the Administrator, of any excess property 
transferred whenever net proceeds are requested pursuant to section 485 (b) 
of this title * * * 
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“(¢) Additional duties of executive agencies. 

“Each executive agency shall, as far as practicable, (1) make reassignments 
of property among activities within the agency when such property is determined 
to be no longer required for the purposes of the appropriation from which it 
was purchased, (2) transfer excess property under its control to other Federal 
agencies and to organizations specified in section 630 ¢ (f) of title 
obtain excess property from other Federal agencies.” 

The extent of reimbursement required for personal property transferred to 
other agencies under such provision of law is set out in the regulations of the 
General Services Administration (GSA reg. 1-111-303). The reimbursement re 
quired by those regulations generally is the fair value of the property. 

The questions will be considered in the order presented. 

“(a) In the case of property acquired by transfer without reimbursement prior 
to enactment of Public Law 153, may transfer thereof to the Department of the 
Army, to the National Indusarial Reserve, or to another Federal agency, be made 
without reimbursement? 

“(b) In the case of property acquired by transfer without reimbursement sub 
sequent to enactment of Public Law 153, may transfer to the Department of 
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Defense military functions, or to another Federal agency, be made without the 
reimbursement?” 

There is no apparent basis for making any distinction between property ac- 
quired without reimbursement prior to, and property acquired without reimburse- 
ment subsequent to, the enactment of Public Law 153. In both cases, the property 
would have been capitalized under the revolving fund at the time of acquisition. 
Such property may be reassigned within the Department of Defense without 
reimbursement if in accordance with the policies of the Secretary of Defense. If 
the property is transferred to another Federal agency, the extent of reimburse- 
mentment, if any, is for determination under the cited regulations of the General 
Services Administration in the absence of other specific provisions of law or 
statutory regulations. 

“(c) In either case may transfer be made without reimbursement for un- 
amortized rehabilitation or capital improvement made to the property at the 
expense of the civil functions, Corps of Engineers?” 

Transfers of property originally received without reimbursement to which 
unamortized rehabilitation or capital improvement were made at the expense of 
the civil functions, Corps of Engineers, should be treated in the same manner 
as stated in answer to questions (a) and (b). 

“(d) If reimbursement is required for transfer of such property, should 
the amount of reimbursement be— 
“(1) The book value as reflected on the accounts of the Corps of Engi- 
neers > 
“(2) The appraised value as measured by the condition of the property ; or 
“(3) A mutually agreed value regardless of the book value or condition 
of the property?” 

In the absence of other specific statutory authority, reimbursement for trans- 
ferred property, where required, should be at its fair value in accordance with 
the regulations of the General Services Administration. Where the value thus 
established is different from the book value as recorded in the accounts, both 
the net book value and the reimbursement received should be recorded in a 
special nonoperating section of the income and expense accounts. The resultant 
gains or losses from such transactions should not be reflected in the Corps’ 
regular operations since the transactions are governed by special provisions of 
law. No penalty from such transactions should be imposed upon future cus- 
tomers except in cases where there is a substantial difference between the book 
value as recorded under the fund and the fair value, and where this difference 
is caused by inadequate provisions for depreciation of the property transferred. 
In such cases, the difference should be recaptured through the regular operations 
of the revolving fund. 

Where transfers of property are authorized by law to be made without reim- 
bursement, the book value as recorded in the accounts of the revolving fund 
should be closed into the transfers of cost or property (to or from) account. 

A full disclosure of all such transfers of property should be reflected in the 
financial statements rendered for the revolving fund. 

“(e) May real property of a depreciable character be granted for use on a 
revocable permit without requiring reimbursement for depreciation of the 
property ?” 

Revocable permits issued on depreciable real property should provide for the 
recovery of the cost of ownership to the Corps of Engineers including deprecia- 
tion, insurance, and maintenance. Otherwise, such costs would have to be 
borne by civil-works projects having no relation to the use of such property. 

The questions presented are answered accordingly. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
Assistant Comptroller General of the United States. 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D.C., February 21, 1955 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, Jr., 
Special Subcommittee on Donable Property 
of the Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. Moss: At the hearings on H. R. 3322 on February 17, you asked me 
certain questions pertaining to Department of Defense returns on sales of sur- 
plus stock fund material and the pricing basis on which these percentages were 
calculated. 

In reading the transcript of my testimony, possibly misunderstanding your 
question, I note that on page 273 I erred in one of my answers and want to 
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correct this mistake at the earliest moment. Specifically, I indicated that 
stocks were capitalized in the stock funds at prices which considered the con- 
dition of the stocks and that excess stocks were taken up at less than full aqui- 
sition costs (standard prices of the items). In responding to your questions on 
the percentage return of sales of surplus stock fund material, I first answered 
correctly that 40 percent of acquisition cost was the indicated return. You then 
inquired whether in view of the pricing basis at initial capitalization the 40 per- 
cent represented the return on the lower capitalized basis thus yielding per- 
haps a 20 percent return on acquisition cost. I answered this question, “Yes.” 
The correct answer should have been “No” since the gross return on sales of 
stock fund material of 40 percent (based on the Bureau of the Budget task force 
sampling) was calculated on acquisition cost and not the fair value or reduced 
prices. Had the sales prices been calculated with respect to the fair value of the 
items the percentage return would have been at least 80 percent (the highest 
fair value being 50 percent of acquisition cost). In all fairness, however, I 
wish to point out that our own sampling of a complete sale at Atlanta showed 
a 46.4 percent and 105 percent return of “fair value” for unused and used ma- 
terial and 23.2 percent and 20.9 percent return on acquisition cost respectively. 

You may wish to insert this letter in the record of the hearings in order to 
correct the testimony. 

Sincerely, 
W. J. McNEILL, Assistant Secretary of Defense. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., February 23, 1955. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwSon, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Dawson: This is in further reply to your request for my 
comments on H. R. 3322, a bill “To amend the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program 
for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health 
purposes.” 

Apparently, the primary effect of H. R. 3322 would be to prohibit the sale of 
any surplus Federal property, including property capitalized in working-capital 
funds, until it has been determined by the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare whether the property is usable and necessary for educational and health 
purposes, including programs of the States. Unlike other surplus property now 
made available for these purposes under existing law, property of some Federal 
agencies in working-capital accounts is withheld from public uses and sold to 
replenish these accounts. The Department of Labor does not have any property 
in this status. 

I am, of course, very much in favor of assistance to State educational and 
public health programs where the assistance is feasible under Federal fiscal 
policies. This Department, however, is not in a position to appraise the method 
of assistance proposed by H. R. 3322, and I prefer not to comment on its 
provisions. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMFS P. MitTcHeELL, Secretary of Labor. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 17, 1955. 
Re H. R. 3322. 
Hon. WILutiAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN DAwson: Your February 1 letter requests a report from 
this agency upon the bill H. R. 3322, “to amend the Federal 


522, Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the 
program for the utilization of surplus property for educational and public health 
purposes.” 

The bill would amend section 203 (j) (2) of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 by prohibiting the sale of surplus Government 
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property until it has been determined whether such property is usable and 
necessary for educational or public-health purposes. 

The bill would also make express reference to “property capitalized in a 
working-capital fund” as being included in property eligible for donation under 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

It is the position of this Administration that the donation provisions of this 
act apply to property capitalized in working capital funds such as those estab- 
lished pursuant to section 405 of the National Security Act Amendments of 1949. 
Inasmuch, however, as the matter has been the subject of varying interpreta- 
tions, this Administration would favor an amendment which would clarify beyond 
question the intent of the Congress in this matter. 

In lieu of the proposed amendment to section 203 (j) (2) we recommend that 
this be accomplished by an appropriate amendment to section 208 (j) (1) of the 
act. This could be done by adding to section 203 (j) (1) the following: 

“Except as otherwise provided by the Administrator, property shall be available 
for donation under this subsection without regard to the source of the funds 
from which it was acquired: Provided, That property acquired from trust funds 
or funds not appropriated or derived directly or indirectly from the general fund 
of the Treasury or otherwise appropriated by law shall not be donable unless 
suthorized, in accordance with law, by the agency administering such fund. 
Nothing in this or any other law shall be construed as exempting from donation 
surplus property, or as precluding transfer without reimbursement pursuant to 
section 202 (a) of excess property, in working capital funds established pursuant 
to section 405 of the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 or similar 
management-type funds.” 

To the extent that the amendatory language in section 1 (b), referring to 
regulations issued by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, would 
permit the determination of usability and need for donable property to be made 
by non-Federal agencies, this Administration is opposed to such change. 

Section 2 of the bill would eliminate the authority of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to enforce, amend, and release restrictions having to 
do with surplus personal property transferred, donated, or sold at a discount 
for educational or public health purposes, under the Surplus Property Act of 
1944 or under the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

It has been the experience of GSA in connection with restrictions adminis- 
tered by this Agency that enforcement and administration of such restrictions 
are costly and, for the most part, impracticable. GSA would, accordingly, have 
no objection to discontinuing enforcement of such restrictions. 

It would appear desirable, however, if the authority to enforce restrictions is 
to be eliminated, that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare should, 
at the same time, be given express authority to suspend allocations of donable 
property to States where the Secretary determines that such property in such 
States is being diverted from the purposes for which the donations are made. 

If section 2 is intended to eliminate all restrictions in connection with future 
donations of surplus personal property, the proposed insertion of the word 
“real” in (A) and (B) of section 2083 (k) (2) is not adequate to accomplish the 
purpose intended. This is so because there is nothing in the bill to preclude the 
inclusion of restrictions in connection with future donations, and their enforce- 
ment as otherwise provided by law, i. e., possibly, by the Attorney General. 

Section 8 of the bill would provide authority to the Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare to enter into cooperative agreements with State agencies 
for carrying out the program for donation of surplus property for educational 
and health purposes. While the use of such authority under some circumstances 
may be justified, we believe that these very broad provisions fail to establish 
any limitations upon the obligations and activities of either the Federal or 
State Governments, 

Section 602 (d) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
would appear to have the same meaning without the amendment proposed in 
section 4. 

Section 5 would confine to a period of 1 year from date of enactment of this 
hill the rights of the Government arising out of restrictions and conditions im- 
posed in connection with the donation or sale at discount of surplus property 
for educational and public-health purposes. 

Because of the cost and impracticability of pursuing these rights, we concur 
in the desirability of such legislation. It is recommended, however, that con- 
sideration should be given to an exception in the case of civil or criminal judicial 
proceedings which have already commenced prior to enactment of this section. 
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It is further recommended that the word 
id word “property” in section 
transfers made for 


“transferred,” be inserted after the 
» Where it first appears. This would 


recognize 
educational purposes 


at nominal cost pursuant to the Surplus 
a Property Act of 1944. as amended. 
er It is also suggested that the word “use” be substituted for the word “utiliza- 
tion” in section 5, as well as in section 3, in order that there w ill not be confusion 
Lis with the use of the word “utilization” in section 202 of the Federal Property 
ib- and Administrative Services Act. The term “utilization” has acquired a well 
HD. established meaning as referring to excess personal property still within the 
ba- Federal system. 
nd Considering section 2 and section 5 together, two major discrepancies are 
apparent. First, while the bill endorses the principle of eliminating enforce- 
at ment of restrictions, it fails to prevent creation of new restrictions which would 
he be enforceable, possibly, by the Attorney General but not enforcement by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
ple Secondly, while section 5 of the bill would leave unimpaired the effectiveness 
ds of existing restrictions for 1 year from enactment. section 2 would deny the 
ds Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare jurisdiction to proceed in such 
nd cases, 
PSS If the principle is sound that restrictions should not be enforced. then this 
nd. reasoning should apply so as to prevent creation of similar new restrictions and 
ion section 2 should be modified accordingly. 
to If it is intended to preserve existing restrictions for 1 year under section 5, 
int then the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare should not be denied 
lar 


correlative jurisdiction to enforce such restrictions during that period. 
The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
to 


However, such submission does hot constitute any commitment « 
uld relationship of the rep 


this report. 
‘oncerning the 


rt to the program of the President. 
ade Cordially yours, 
EK. F. MANsure. 
Ith, Sabathia 
- to ; , 
unt GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
all Washington, 25, D. ©. 
349, OPINION OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL No. FEBRUARY 18, 1955 
nis- Subject: Legality of Department of Defense stock fund regulations in relation 
ons to the donation and utilization provisions of the Federal Property and 
ave Administration Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
a PART I (DONATIONS) 
8 1S . . . . 
uld, Section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
rable 1949 (Public Law 152, 81st Cong... June 30, 1949), as amended by Public Law 
uch 754 (81st Cong., Sept. 5, 1950), authorized the Administrator of General] Services, 
ade. “in his discretion,” to donate personal property to certain tax-supported and 
Hure nonprotit, tax-exempt educational and health institutions. 
rord The National Security Act Amendments of LH9 (Public Law 216, 81st Cong.. 
the Aug. 10, 1949) added section 405 to the National Security Act of 1947, author- 
the izing the establishment (to the extent specified) of reimbursable “stock funds.” 
rce- Under date of February 1, 1954. the Department of Defense issued Directive No. 
7420.1, prescribing regulations to govern the operation of such Stock funds. 
3du- In implementing this directive, the military departments have construed it as 
cies requiring that surplus stock fund property must be disposed of in such manner 
onal as to realize proceeds in order to deposit such proceeds to the credit of the stock 
nces funds ; that, accordingly, such stock fund surplus property is not subject to the 
lish donation authority of the Administ rator of General Services under section 203 (j) 
1 or of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended 
(referred to below as the “Property Act.”). Asa result. the bulk of surplus stock 
Act fund property has become ineligible for donation under the Property Act. 
d in Our legal opinion has been requested as to the legality of the cited directive 
as So construed and implemented. 
this It is our opinion that the cited Department of Defense stock fund directive, 
; im- as so interpreted and implemented, is inconsistent with the intent of the Congress 
erty under the Property Act and contrary to law. 

r Section 203 (j) of the Property Act is a major segment of program legisla- 
neur tion which received exhaustive consideration by the Congress aus well as by the 
con- executive branch of the Government and the genera public. (See, for example, 
icial H. Rept. No. 670, Sist Cong., pp. 5 and 15; 8. Rept. No, 475, Sist Cong., pp 5 and 
tion. 17; Senate Expenditures Committee hearings, 81st Cong., on S. 990 and S. 859, 

Apr. 14, 1949). 
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The policy of the Congress as expressed in that section, i. e., to recognize the 
public benefit derived from the disposal of Government surplus property to educa- 
tional and health institutions is a basic policy of long standing which has found 
expression in many laws prior to the enactment of the property act. This is 
particularly true of surplus property generated from the military departments. 
(See Public Law 460, 74th Cong., Feb. 28, 1936 [Army donations for vocational 
training]; Public Law 249, 7ist Cong., May 23, 1930 [Navy donations for voca- 
tional training]: Public Law 524, 70th Cong., May 26, 1928 [War Department 
donations of aeronautical equipment]; Public Law 615, 69th Cong., Feb. 14, 1927 
[Navy donation of aeronautical equipment] ; Public Law 91, 66th Cong., Nov. 19, 
1919 [War Department donations of machine tools].) 

Section 203 (j) of the Property Act is, in fact, an extension of Public Law 889 
of the 80th Congress which confined donations to surplus property of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force. This military surplus donation legislation was enacted 
with the complete endorsement of the military departments. (See House Armed 
Services Subcommittee, No. 6, hearings on H. R. 5662, 80th Cong., particularly 
at p. 6710, as well as reports dated May 7, 1948, from the Army (p. 6718 of 
hearings) and Navy (p. 6711 of hearings), fully endorsing this legislation. See 
also p. 3 of H. Rept. 1947, SOth Cong., on H. R. 5882 which became Public Law 
889, SOth Cong.) 

In this connection, in the hearings on S. 2745, 80th Congress, the “Federal 
Property Act of 1948,” which contained no provision similar to section 302 (j) 
of the (1949) Property Act, Mr. Edwin K. Toll, chairman, legislative committee 
of the National State Educational Agencies for Surplus Property, testified (p. 113) 
that the proposed (1948) Property Act appeared to nullify donation programs of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, under Public Law 889 and stressed the importance 
of continuing such donation programs. Dr. Arthur L. Harris, chairman, Surplus 
Property Educational Program, Office of Education, testified to the same effect 
(hearings, p. 67). 

It is clear from the foregoing, that Congress intended the donation program 
provided for in the Property Act as a significant piece of legislation and further, 
that Congress was well aware that Department of Defense surplus property was 
to be a principal source of such donable property. 

From a careful examination of the legislative history of section 405 of the 
National Security Act of 1947, as amended by Public Law 216, 81st Congress, it 
may be conclusively stated that the Congress did not intend the stock-fund law to 
operate in a manner to supersede major program legislation. There is nothing 
whatever in the committee reports to indicate a congressional intention that stock- 
fund provisions relating to reimbursement were in any way intended to defeat 
other congressionally approved programs, particularly an important, thoroughly 
considered program approved concurrently in the same Congress. (See H. Rept. 
No. 1064, Sist Cong., Ist sess., July 14, 1949, and S. Rept. No. 366, 81st Cong., 1st 
sess., May 12, 1949, both of which are merely declaratory of the express provisions 
of sec. 405.) 

As a matter of fact it is perfectly clear that in the enactment of the stock 
fund law Congress did not even intend to override other laws concerning budget 
and fiscal matters—matters directly related to the purpose of the stock fund law. 
(See sec. 411 of Public Law 216, 81st Cong.; Comp. Gen. letter of May 4, 1949, 
to the chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, on S. 1259, 81st Cong., quoted 
at pp. 2083-205 of the Senate Armed Services Committee, hearings on the National 
Security Act amendments of 1949; letter of May 5, 1949, from the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, pp. 206-208 of cited hearings. ) 

It is quite clear from an examination of the legislative history of Public 
Law 216, Sist Congress, adding title IV (including stock fund provisions) to 
the National Security Act of 1947, that the purpose of the Congress was to ef- 
fect certain improvements in the budget and accounting systems in the De- 
partment of Defense, and not to negate positive program legislation. 

Herbert Hoover, testifving before the Senate Armed Services Committee 
on April 11, 1949, with respect to the National Security Act amendments of 
1949, described the work of his task force on budget and accounting in the 
Defense Establishment, pointing out that the military budget system had 
broken down and, quoting from the task force report, that “Congress allocates 
billions without accurate knowledge as to why they are necessary and what 
they are to be used for.” The remedy, Mr. Hoover said, was a “performance” 
budget with “modern and uniform accounting methods.” (See Senate Armed 
Services Committee hearings on the National Security Act Amendments of 1949, 
pp. 127, et. seq.) 
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Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt (who had headed a special Hoover Commission 
task force dealing with the military and who assisted in the preparation of 
the draft of proposed title IV), testifying on May 5, 1949 before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, referred to his work and stated the purposes of title 
1V to be twofold: “(1) to provide for the presentation of the budget estimates 
and authorized programs in readily understandable form so as to afford the 
Secretary of Defense, the President, the Congress, and the people, a convenient 
means of grasping clearly the purposes for which funds are being requested and 
the various amounts which are to be devoted to these specific purposes, and (2) 
to put at the disposal of the Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of the 
three military departments, the assistance and technical advice, the organiza- 
tional mechanisms, and the forms and procedures essential to effective imple- 
mentation of their budgetary and fiscal responsibilities.” Mr. Eberstadt’s fur- 
iher testimony elaborated on this general subject (hearings, pp. 208-220). 

Mr. W. J. McNeil, then special assistant to the Secretary of Defense, testify- 
ing at the Senate hearings, described the purposes of provisions for stock funds 
(hearings, pp. 258-243). This testimony, generally declaratory of the express 
provisions of the bill, in no way indicated any thought or purpose that the ac- 
counting improvement provisions were to be exercised to defeat other legisla- 
tive programs. It is evident from an examination of this testimony, and his 
further testimony at the Senate hearings (pp. 251-254) that the reimbursements 
which were contemplated were reimbursements upon the issue of property from 
the stock fund to the military departments and had nothing whatever to do 
with the disposal of surplus property. This is also apparent from his testi- 
mony at the hearings of the House Armed Services Committee on H. R. 5632 
(pp. 2668-2670). 

The stock fund provisions of Public Law 216 were designed to implement 
recommendations made by the Hoover Commission in its January 1949 Task 
Force Report on National Security Organization. (See pp. 14-15 and 71-73 of 
that report.) The stock fund provisions of Public Law 216 were introduced into 
the legislative history of the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 on 
March 29, 1949 by a Senate committee amendment prepared at the request of 
the Committee on Armed Services. (See Senate Armed Services Committee 
hearings on 8. 1269 and 8. 1848, 8ist Cong., Ist sess., p. 196.) It is clear there- 
fore that such provisions of the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 can 
in no way be considered as creating congressional intention to supersede dona- 
tion provisions of the Property Act which was not enacted until June 30, 1949, 
some 3 months later. 

An examination of both the text and legislative history of section 405 of the 
stock fund law fails to make any mention whatever of disposals of surplus 
property and this failure to cover a very significant subject matter may not be 
regarded as accidental. On the contrary, it must be regarded as evidencing the 
intent of the Congress that the subject of surplus property be governed by the 
law specifically dealing with that subject—the Property Act which was fresh in 
the collective mind of the Congress, that law having been concurrently consid- 
ered with the stock fund law and passed in the same session of Congress. 

In this connection, the conclusion that section 405 does not deal with the 
proceeds of dispositions of surplus property was reached by the Comptroller 
General (B—90707-O. M., Aug. 3, 1950) when he pointed out that “reimburse- 
ment * * * [of stock funds] with the proceeds of surplus property is not spe- 
cifically provided for * * *” 

While section 405 (c) (2) of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, 
provides that DOD stock funds “shall” be reimbursed for the cost of stores 
furnished, this subsection appears to relate to transfers within the Department 
of Defense since section 405 (g), applying to “purchasers or users outside the 
Department of Defense,” provides that Department of Defense stock funds “may” 
be reimbursed. The term “may” is obviously a permissive one and must uac- 
cordingly be related to provisions of other laws, and in particular, the Property 
Act providing for a special type of disposition without reimbursement, i. e., 
donation of surplus. Department of Defense discretion therefore should not be 
exercised to negate the donation provisions of the Property Act. 

With respect to the provision in section 405 (c) (2) that stock funds shall 
“be reimbursed” for the cost of stores furnished, the Comptroller General in the 
above-cited decision expressed the view that “reimbursement * * * with the 
proceeds of sales of surplus property is not specifically provided,’ but that 
“having in mind the overall purpose in establishing and maintaining the funds 
in the manner provided, there appears sufficient basis to warrant the holding 
that such proceeds may be credited to the funds.” The Comptroller General 
further said that if, “by appropriate regulation, the Secretary of Defense should 
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provide for crediting working capital funds with the net proceeds derived from 
sales of surplus material, no objection thereto will be raised by this office.” 

It is perfectly clear that this decision of the Comptroller General is not 
authority for the proposition that stock funds must be reimbursed from the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of surplus property. Furthermore, it does not purport even to 
consider the question as to whether disposals of surplus property must be made 
only in such manner as to produce proceeds. On the contrary, it is merely a 
statement that the Comptroller General would not be required to object if the 
Secretary of Defense issued (appropriate) regulations providing for the credit- 
ing to stock funds of such proceeds as might be realized. The question whether 
a disposal must be made only in such manner as to produce proceeds we regard 
as being governed by the Property Act which specifically covers the manner in 
which surplus Government property will be disposed of. 

If we were to disregard entirely, however, the question of whether or not the 
stock-fund law or the Property Act was controlling as of the date of enactment 
of the stock-fund law, the Congress, in Public Law 754, Silst Congress, enacted 
subsequent to the stock-fund law, extended the provisions of the Property Act 
to include donations for public-health purposes. This same law, in what 
became section 602 (c) of the Property Act, specifically provided that: “the au- 
thority conferred by this Act shall be in addition and paramount to any authority 
conferred by any other law and shall not be subject to the provisions of any law 
inconsistent therewith. See p. 19, S. Rept. 2140, Slst Cong., and pp. 112-113, 
House Expenditure Subcommittee hearings on H. R. 9129, Sist Cong.) 

It is thus clear that whatever the situation may have been prior to the 
enactment of Public Law 754, 81st Congress, that this law made unequivocal the 
intent of the Congress that the Property Act be made paramount to any other law. 

We understand it to have been asserted that even if the Department of Defense 
did not issue its stock-fund directive that the definition of “donable property” in 
GSA regulation 1—I-102.1a.8 excludes property held in reimbursable funds and 
that accordingly Department of Defense stock-fund property would be ineligible 
for donation under this definition. 

The GSA regulation definition of “donable property,” as a matter of discretion, 
excluded funds of the type considered to be reimbursable within the meaning of 
section 204 (b) of the Property Act. Section 204 (b), however, was derived 
from section 80 (b) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 which never contem- 
plated as being within its purview, management-type funds such as Department 
of Defense stock funds. In fact, the language in section 30 (b) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, was taken from the bill Surplus Personal Property Act 
of 1948, and was inserted in the Surplus Property Act of 1944 at the suggestion 
of the General Accounting Office. (See letter of November 24, 1943, from Comp- 
troller General to Senate Committee on Military Affairs, report of War Contracts 
Subcommittee of January 25, 1944.) Accordingly, the GSA definition of “donable 
property” does not exempt Department of Defense stock-fund property from 
donation under the Property Act. A clarifying amendment to this definition of 
“donable property” would, in any event, appear desirable in view of the question 
raised. 

It is our understanding that the Department of Defense justifies eliminating 
most stock-fund surplus property from eligibility for donation, in part, based on 
the language of House Report 670, Sist Congress, referring (p. 5) to property 
“which would realize little monetary return.” These words, however, should not 
be read out of context, but must be read in the light of the entire legislative 
history of the donation provisions of the Property Act, predecessor bills leading 
up to the donation provisions of the Property Act, as well as the legislative his- 
tory of Public Law S889, 80th Congress, of which the Property Act donation 
provision is an extension. This legislative history demonstrates no congressional 
intention to confine donable property strictly to property of little or no value. 

In any event the term “little monetary return,” even according it the signifi- 
cance apparently attached to it by the Department of Defense, must be related 
to the acquisition cost of the property or it would have no reasonable meaning 
at all. This is so because, inevitably, the aggregate of individual disposals 
which would produce little monetary return must, at some point, amount to 
substantial monetary return. Accordingly, the term “little monetary return” 
must be related to the acquisition cost of the property and most surplus property 
disposals bring little monetary return in terms of acquisition cost and more 
particularly in terms of the ultilization value of such property for education 
and health purposes. 

Based upon the foregoing considerations it is our opinion that Department 
of Defense directive No. 7420.1 purportedly issued under authority of section 
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405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, as interpreted and 
implemented by the military departments, is unauthorized and contrary to law. 


PART 





II—TRANSFERS OF EXCESS PROPERTY 


The Department of Defense stock-fund directive, according to our under- 
standing, has not only seriously affected the donation program under section 
203 (j) of the Property Act, but it has also reduced proper utilization of 
Department of Defense excess property within the Government. This result 
has been brought about by the action of the Department of Defense under its 
stock-fund regulations in declining to effect transfers of excess in accordance 
with regulations of the Administrator of General Services prescribing, with 
the approval of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget as provided by law, 
the extent of required reimbursement, such regulations having been designed 
to encourage and promote maximum possible utilization within the Government 
of property which may be excess to the needs of any executive agency. 

We have been asked whether this action on the part of the Department of 
Defense in declining to allow excess property carried in stock funds to be trans- 
ferred in conformance with GSA regulations prescribing the extent of reimburse- 
ment for transfers of excess property is authorized by section 405 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended. 

It is our opinion that section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended by Public Law 216, Sist Congress, does not authorize the Secretary 
of Defense to issue regulations authorizing the Department of Defense to 
disregard GSA regulations prescribing the extent of reimbursement, pursuant 
to section 202 (a) of the Property Act, on transfer of property held in stock 
funds but excess to the needs of the Department of Defense. 

Under section 202 (e) of the Property Act as originally enacted, reimburse- 
ment at fair value was required for transfers of excess property between 
Federal agencies. Public Law 522, 82d Congress, repealed this reimbursement 
requirement, substituting the provision in section 202 (a) under which GSA 
regulations, to be approved by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
specify the extent of reimbursement on such excess transfers. 

This amendment was sponsored by GSA and enacted by the Congress for the 
specific purpose of promoting better utilization of excess property in the Federal 
system and avoiding new purchases. The legislative history of this section indi- 
cates congressional recognition of the fact that concrete savings to the taxpayer 
are effected by utilizing property already paid for by one ageney of the Govern- 
ment, through transfer to another agency without reimbursement (or a nomi- 
nal reimbursement) where such other agency has a genuine need for the property 
but insufficient funds to pay the full fair value or where other circumstances 
exist which justify such transfers, as outlined in the legislative history of Public 
Law 522, 82d Congress. 


would 


Where such property, no longer needed by one agency but not utilized by 
other agencies because of lack of funds, is disposed of by donation or sale, little 
or not, net return is realized (other than the public benefit aspect in the case of 
donation). In the hearings on this amendment Mr. Reynolds, then Publie 
suildings Commissioner, cited the example of perfectly good furniture being 
declared surplus and disposed of outside the Federal system at small return, at 
the same time that badly worn furniture requiring replacement, remained in 
other agencies. (See House hearings on H. R. 5350, pp. 11-21: H. Rept. 1524, 
p. 4, and S. Rept. 2075, pp. 3-4, all of the 82d Cong.) 

Since the large proportion of Government excess is developed by the military 
departments, one must assume that the Congress intended that the change in the 
law to promote better utilization was intended to apply to the bulk of Department 
of Defense property. 

Further evidence, however, that the Congress intended this modified reim- 
bursement provision to apply to the Department of Defense may be found in con- 
nection with the elimination of section 202 (d) of the Property Act as originally 
enacted which provided for transfers without fair value between the military 
departments. Mr. Maxwell Elliott, in response to inquiry from Representative 
Holifield, stated “If the Congress eliminated fail value completely and provides 
for it to be administered by regulation, it was our thought that the Department of 
Defense shrould be similarly under those general regulations.” (See p. 21, 
House hearings on H. R. 5350, 82d Cong., March 10, 1952.) 

Even if the funds referred to in section 204 (b) of the Property Act were to be 
construed as including the stock funds created pursuant to section 405 of the 
National Security Act Amendments of 1949, and this is net the case, as ex- 
plained under part I of this opinion, the proviso in section 202 (a) for reimburse- 
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ment to funds covered by section 204 (b) is not mandatory. The proviso says 

that reimbursement shall be required whenever net proceeds are “requested pur- 

suant to section 204 (b).” The use of the term “requested” in this context was 
deliberate. GSA in its letters to the Speaker of the House and the President of 

the Senate dated August 29, 1951, explained this proviso (House hearings on 

H. R. 5350, 82d Cong., March 10, 1952, p. 39) as follows: “It is provided that . 
payment will be required where an agency having a revolving or other reim- / 
bursable fund desires to keep it intact * * *.” 

It is thus clear, even assuming that section 204 (b) were to be construed as 
including Department of Defense management-type stock funds, that. the au- 
thority to request proceeds is discretionary and, accordingly, should not be 
exercised so as to defeat the purpose of the Congress in amending section 202 (a). 

In a Comptroller General’s decision of February 3, 1955 (B-121695) it was 
specifically held that the extent of reimbursement on the transfer of property 
capitalized in the Corps of Engineers civil-works functions revolving fund 
established pursuant to Public Law 1538, 88d Congress, a reimbursable fund 
under that law, was subject to the regulations of the Administrator of General 
Services issued under section 202 (a) of the Property Act. The decision details 
the accounting procedure to be followed on transfers without reimbursement. 

Based upon the foregoing considerations it is our opinion that the action of 
the Department of Defense in declining to effect transfers of excess property 
earried in stock funds, in accordance with GSA regulations prescribed under 
section 202 (a) of the Property Act, is unauthorized and contrary to law. 

Paut Barron, Chief Counsel. 

Concurred in: 

CHARLES W. GASQUE, Jr., , 





Assistant General Counsel. ] 
Approved: 
Maxwe tt H. Exxiorr, General Counsel. I 
I 
f 
APPENDIX III ti 
The following communications, containing the views of various individuals fi 
and organizations with regard to H. R. 3322, were ordered by the subcommittee Se 


to be inserted in the record of these hearings at this point: 


ANNAPOLIS, Mp., February 22, 1955. ti 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMaAck, 





House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: x 
State of Maryland vitally interested in your bill H. R. 3322 which improves 
surplus property procedure and opens up opportunity for acquisition of valuable 
items now denied to the schools and colleges from Department of Defense stocks 

fund excess. Many of our institutions, especially the private and parochial ins 

ones, operate on limited budgets and are confronted with constantly expand- Pr 

ing enrollments. Appreciate the interest you and other Congressmen are taking vot 

in trying to help the educational institutions which need this aid so badly. ‘ 

TueEo. R. McKELpin, pay 

Governor of Maryland. gen 

a a. cos 

SALEM, OreEc., March 2, 1955. i 

Hon. JoHN McCorMAcK, as s 

House Government Operations Committee, pert 

United States Congress, Washington, D. C.: a di 

State of Oregon keenly interested and in favor of H. R. 3322 to give States ‘se 

opportunity to purchase surplus property. hea] 

PavuL PATTERSON, ings 

Governor of Oregon. “4 

exist 

COUNCIL OF THE Crry OF KENOSHA, KENOSHA, WIS. rem 

Adm 

RESOLUTION NO. 5504—INTRODUCED BY MR. HAMMOND hosp 

Whereas H. R. 3322 and its companion bill S. 1004, now pending before the ier 

respective Government Operations Committees of the Congress, will clarify taetts 


the intent of Congress and assure that so-called surplus property will be made 
available for educational and public-health purposes to the benefit of large 
numbers of our people: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Council of the City of Kenosha, That it urges favorable 
action on bills H. R. 3322 and S. 1004; 
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Resolved further, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the chairmen 
of the respective Government Operations Committees of the Congress and to 
such legislative representatives of Wisconsin who are members of these com- 
mittees. 

Dated this 7th day of March 1955. 

R. MERRILL RHEY, 
President of Council. 
Attest: 
J. R. SAWICKI, 
Clerk of Council. 


DIVISION OF Motor VEHICLES, 
Trenton, N. J., February 11, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK W. THOMPSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR FRANK: A letter was sent on August 24, 1954, to the Senators and some 
Congressmen from the State of New Jersey. The contents of that letter follow: 

“At a meeting held at Princeton, N. J., on Friday, July 16, 1954, representatives 
of public and private tax-exempt health and educational institutions of New 
Jersey voted unanimously that the subscriber as secretary of the conference 
should request of you your assistance in keeping effective legislation (Pubiie 
law (152) to continue the donation program of surplus goods to health and educa- 
tional institutions. For this purpose, your assistance is also requested in pre- 
venting the destruction or weakening of this program by existing or requested 
legislation on the part of governmental departments or agencies, particularly the 
Department of Defense. 

“It is strongly urged that sales of surplus goods, while apparently producing 
revenue for a governmental department, will, on examination, be found to have 
produced profit, sometimes unreasonable, only for a few while a greater return by 
far could be had by the donation program to institutions. 

“Surplus goods were originally paid for by the taxpayers who must support 
the institutions who are the beneficiaries of the donation program. Separate 
from the tremendous value of the goods to institutional uses, their donation pre- 
serves their value and recovers 100 percent of their value. 

“A summary of the conclusions of the conference and a list of the representa- 
tives of institutions is enclosed for your information. 

“Your requested attention and assistance will be deeply appreciated. The im- 
portance of the matters involved and of the request made of you will be obvious.” 

“FREDERICK J. GASSERT, 
“Secretary of the Conference.” 

“Summary of the conference of representatives of health and educational 
institutions, public and private tax-exempt, held at the School of Engineering, 
Princeton University, Princeton, N. J., on Friday, July 16, 1954. By unanimous 
vote, those in attendance reached the following conclusions: 

“1. It will best serve the interests of the Federal Government and the tax- 
payers to donate, rather than sell, Government excess or surplus property at a 
general recovery of less than 10-percent on the dollar of original acquisition 
cost, thereby creating windfall profits to dealers in Government surpluses. 

“2. That the donation program continue to health and educational institutions 
as stipulated in Public Law 152, and to further benefit the Federal Government, 
permit State and local governments and welfare organizations to purchase on 
a direct-sales basis before offering property for sale to the general public. 

“3. That the program is of benefit and as a supplement to tight and limited 
health and educational institutional budgets has resulted in considerable sav- 
ings to the taxpayers of the State of New Jersey. 

“4. That the United States Congress clarify or amend the discrepancy now 

existing between Public Law 152 and Public Law 216. That they give con- 
sideration to and reevaluate the mandatory provisions for sale by the Veterans’ 
Administration, under Public Law 149 (H. R. 5690), of all property depriving 
hospitals of the donation of useful materials and equipment. 
5. That the Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and such other organizations shall not 
have the advantage of a higher priority than that held by health and educational 
institutions, and should be subject to the same restrictions, need and utilization, 
and accountability, as are schools and hospitals. 


“ 
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“6. That Mr. Gassert’s motion to write letters to the United States Congres- 
sional Representatives and Senators relaying the wishes of the conference rep- 
resentatives was seconded and he was voted as secretary of the conference to 
write their United States Congressional Representatives and Senators regarding 

“7. It was also agreed that the representatives in attendance, as individuals, 
write their United States Congressional Representative and Senators regarding 
the above facts and to suggest like action to members of their governmental 
boards or trustees of their respective institutions. 


“Attached is a list of those in attendance.” 
Name Title Organization 
Joseph W. Howe Superintendent surlington City Publie Schools. 
L. A, Carver Director School of Industrial Arts, Trenton 
Harry E. Besley Professor College of Agriculture, Rutgers University. 
Floyd G. Hoek Secretary Asbury Park Board of Education 
John S. Quinby |} Business manager State Teachers College, Trenton 
Cc. W. Parliment | Superintendent Phillipsburg Public Schools 
C. M. Jochem do New Jersey School for the Deaf 
A. H. Erholm Business manager North Jersey Training School. 
Leon W. Schoen Fneineer The State University of New Jersey 
James D. O’ Took Building and Grounds Do. 
Division. 
J. R. Clovis Administrative assistant Newark College of Engineering 
C, A. Haas Assistant directo Middlesex County Voeational Schools 
A. D. Pisecane Assistant. business man New Jersey Neuropsychiatric Institution 
iger 
E, C, Easton Dean College of Engireering, Rutgers University, 
1. D. Stett Professor Do. 
David F. Brightbill Superintendent Gloucester City Publie Schools 
John T. Neal, Jr Business manager New Jersey State Hospital, Greystone Park, 
Dr. Archie Crandell! Superintendent Do 
Allan Morehead Representative State Teachers College, Monclair 
Harold A. Weideli Director | Bergen County Vocational School 
Thomas MeCarthy Business Manager New Jersey State Hospital, Ancora 
Donald B. Rice do New Jersey State Hospital, Trenton. 
Katherine M. O’Connor Representative Paterson Board of Education. 
Thomas Kelly Secretary Do. 
Henry 1D. Bourhill Director Paterson Vocational Technical High School 
Joseph Hausman Representative Paterson Board of Education. 
Harry Berkie do Bergen Pines Hospital, Bergen County. 
Robert W. Holters do Perth Amboy General Hospital. 
Joseph H. Schotland Assistant superintendent Newark Board of Education. 
John W. Welch Comptroller Seton Hall University. 
Fred Gassert Representative Newark Archdiocese. 
Alfred Bornemann Professor Stevens Institute of Technology 
Ed. Morrison Representative St. Peter’s Hospital, New Brunswick. 
W. B. Foulk Director, Purchase Princeton University. 
Howard Menand, Jr Assistant dean School of Engineering, Princeton University. 
Leslie T. Fagan Business Manager The Lawrenceville School 
Robert W. Voorhees Assistant business man- Do. 
ager. 
Thomas B. Keener Business manager The Training School, Vineland. 
Louis R. Rahm Director Plastic Labogatory, Princeton University. 
R. M. Work Assistant professor Do. 
W.K. Russell lreasurer Admiral Farragut Academy. 
Charles E, Stewart Administrator Mercer Hospital, Trenton. 
Nelson O. Lindley do Somerset Hospital, Somerville. 
Set. E. T. Stedtler Representative New Jersey State Police Academy 
Harry E. Kuhn do Vineland State School. 
Dr. Lloyd Yepson Superintendent | State Colony, New Lisbon. 
George Goodman do | State Reformatory, Annandale 
Frederick A, Fitch do | State Home for Boys, Jamesburg. 
Winston L. Bennett Business Manager | Do. 


George H. Lucas President Bordentown Military Institute. 


These are the people to whom this letter was transmitted : 


United States Senators from New Jersey : 
Hon. H. Alexander Smith 
Hon. Robert C. Hendrickson 
Members of the House of Representatives from New Jersey : 
Hon. Charles A. Wolverton 
Hon. T. Millet Hand 
Hon. James C. Auchincloss 
Hon. Charles R. Howell 
Hon. Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen, Jr. 
Hon. Harrison A. Williams, Jr. 
Hon. William B. Widnall 
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Hon. Gordon Canfield 

Hon. Frank C. Osmers 

Hon. Peter W. Rodino, Jr. 
Hon. Hugh J. Addonizio 
Hon. Robert Winthrop Kean 
Hon. Alfred D. Sieminski 
Hon. Edward J. Hart 


As you may or may not know a special subcommittee of the Committee on 
Government Operations to handle the donation program has recently been set 
up and is headed by Mr. John W. McCormack, who has recently called to my 
attention the fact that there are 2 bills before the House of Representatives 
identified as H. R. 3322 and Senate bill S. 1904. Inasmuch as these bills are 
concerned with the difficulties that institutions have been having for the past 
few years in obtaining available surplus property and are so directed as to 
alleviate many of these difficulties, your support for these bills is earnestly 
solicited. 

Thanking you for your continued support and immediate attention, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Lioyp A. CARVER, 
Director, School of Industrial Arts, 
Trenton Junior College and School of Industrial Arts. 


STATE OF NorRTH CAROLINA, 
DIvISion OF PURCHASE AND CONTRACT, 
Raleigh. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’s 1954 report of surplus 
property acquisitions and transfers to health and education from 1946 through 
June 30, 1954, ranks North Carolina as follows: 

Personal property $23,107,350 or the rank of seventh in the Nation. In real 
property $15,928,390 or the rank of 13th, making total benefits to our State of 
$139 million and ranking North Carolina as 12th in the Nation. 

This backward look is gratifying but the present and future prospect is bleak- 
and discouraging unless favorable consideration is given to legislation introduced 
in Congress on Monday of this week, January 31, as H. R. 3322. It reads as 
follows: “A bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 so as to improve the administration of the program for the utilization of 
surplus property for educational and public-health purposes.” 

This bill gets immediately to the heart of the problem in North Carolina and 
for all other States administering the Federal surplus property utilization pro- 
gram. Under the caption of “Growing Crisis in Education’ Congressman 
McCormack of Massachusetts pointed up some of the salient features on which 
you will wish further informational background on the recent unsatisfactory 
administration of the Federal surplus property utilization program. The fol- 
lowing quotes are from Congressman McCormack’s speech introducing the bill, 
which was referred to the House Committee on Governmental Operations.: 

“As the situation worsens daily, I find that a great source of help is being denied 
to school and health institutions of the Nation as the result of faulty administra- 
tion and the lack of coordination between responsible executive agencies. 

“Most of the property has come from the military services which use so much 
of the tax base of the Nation and State that local needs cannot be met. War 
and other emergencies place great though necessary burdens on our citizens. 
I find, however, that a regulation issued by Comptroller McNeil of the Depart- 
ment of Defense on February 1, 1954, has had the effect of abrogating the care- 
fully considered and expressed intent of Congress with respect to the school and 
health surplus property program. 

“The regulation causes much of otherwise donable property to be capitalized 
into stock-fund arrangements. Such property though surplus to needs of holding 
agencies cannot be donated under the regulation but must be sold. May I add 
that Government agencies do not own property—they are merely custodians for 
the people of the United States. 

“Huge auction and bid sales have been and are being held throughout the 
land with the average gross return amounting to 6 and 7 percent of cost. Some 
returns are considered substantial. That is, they bring 40 to 50 percent on the 
dollar. 
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“Taxpayers, who know of the growing crisis in education and health, have 
complained by the hundreds to the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, the Department of Defense, the Budget Bureau, and the White House. 
There has been no corrective action in a year though studies continue to be 
made day by day. 

“In the meantime, I am today introducing a bill which I consider necessary 
to correct the donable surplus property program where a regulation issued by 
an executive department has set aside the will of Congress which alone under 
the Constitution has the authority to make all needful rules and regulations con- 
cerning the Nation’s property. Mr. Speaker, I urge that this bill be referred to 
the proper committee for speedy action.” 

The sales referred to above have been and are being conducted under the pro- 
visions of the Department of Defense Stock Fund Directive 7420.1, which as 
implied in portions of the speech quoted have had the effect of abrogating the 
carefully considered and expressed intent of Congress with respect to the 
school and health surplus property program. 

Under the referenced Department of Defense directive, billions of dollars’ 
worth of the better types and condition of surplus previously available to health 
and education have been sold to speculators. Thus potential benefits are denied 
to the youth of our country. One of these sales was advertised in the Washing- 
ton Post and Herald through a syndicated article captioned ‘Uncle Sam’s Gen- 
eral Store: 4 Million Bargains.” Advertisement of this $8 billion sale of Quar- 
termaster and Engineer Corps Army personal property appeared in many Sun- 
day magazine supplements of big city papers, most of the suplements being 
kuiown as the Parade. From one of North Carolina’s Congressmen we received 
a 26-page booklet on How To Buy Surplus Personal Property From the United 
States Army, United States Navy, United States Air Force, and United States 
Marine Corps. Types of material included long lists of equipment which when 
released in these gigantic sale quantities provided serious competition with 
small business concerns whereas if distributed through health and educational 
institutions it would provide no appreciable impacts on them. A sample of one 
of the worst blows to education and health units was this sale’s disposals of 
typewriters to speculators at $4.50 each, all 450 of which were sadly needed not 
only in classes but also in offices of schools, hospitals, and health departments. 

Before the stock fund’s inroads on our program, the North Carolina agency 
was able to set up scores of typing classes in schools never previously able to 
offer typing training to students. Daily requests must now almost without 
exception be denied schools or health units. As one State agency sadly com- 
mented: “The value of these typewriters to schools cannot be estimated in 
money since the schoois do not have sufficient of either.” 

Similar situations have developed in the past few months in the agency’s efforts 
to obtain pickups and larger truck, jeeps, and automobiles needed by health 
and educational units in their daily operations. The same statement applies 
with equal force to cafeteria and kitchen equipment, hand and machine tools, 
furniture, and other items most needed by health and education. 

Another $8 billion sale was conducted at Columbus General Depot in October 
of 1954. Approximately 10 percent of this sale included property to be disposed 
of under Public Law 152 to health and education and 15 percent to speculators 
under the Department of Defense Directive. 

Improvement in the administration of the surplus property utilization program 
involves not only determination and delineation of the intent of Congress as 
to the rights, privileges, and interdepartmental supervision and control but 
also a more consistent and understandable channeling and transfer of surplus 
equipment and supplies. In the absence of a copy of the bill spelling out such 
provisions, those responsible for the program’s operation and administration 
at the State level need clear cut regulations consistently followed through as 
to allocations made, and under what circumstances deletions and withdrawals 
are legitimate. At present it is impossible to determine the quantities we may 
expect from applications approved by the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare. This is true to a greater or less extent even afer GSA approves 
the freeze of property for health and educational institutions. Naturally this 
affects the total operation and administrative costs of the agency in planning 
transportation from holding agencies, the meeting of needs by schools, colleges, 
hospitals, and health departments, personnel employment and management 





and other factors involving State budgets and Federal accountability require- 


ments. The applying for, that is paper work in from 5 to 15 copies, identifying, 
tagging, and accounting for each piece of property requires the full time of at 
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least one-third of our agency’s personnel. Improvements to be suggested in 
the revised or new bill could be responsible not only for greatly reducing time 
required and operating frustrations but also for cutting expenses in both State 
and Federal handling of surplus property for health and educational institutions. 

Agencies throughout the entire country are raising questions as to when 
they will reach the bottom of the barrel in their efforts to meet the growing 
needs and demands of schools and health units. If conditions continue as 
developed in recent months and as they now stand, some say we shall be in 
the junk business by July 1. Greatly reduced quantities of good property are 
now being offered. Moreover, the FUD lists on which we are forced more and 
more to depend are in such small quantities and so widely scattered as to make 
pickups by truck uneconomical. Even on these FUD lists the more desirable 
items are marked “Reimbursable” or “Stock Fund”. 

Remedying the present law to effect rescission of the so-called stock fund 
directive and otherwise reassure eligible health and educational institutions 
that better types of property will again be available will tremendously encourage 
vocational education, especially in rural areas where funds for equipment are 
hard to obtain for construction of shops not to mention the equally important 
factor of suitable equipment for them. 

Another evidence of the statewide utilization of our program was shown 
by the hundreds of North Caroline institutions that unsuccessfully appealed 
to the President by letter to revoke the Defense Department directive and 
make the better property available to health and education, instead of as at 
present to the professional speculators. Surely our cherished philosophy of 
government dedicated to the greatest good for the greatest number at a minimuin 
expense to government is being sadly ignored in the administration of laws and 
directives currently controlling the disposal of Federal Surplus Property. 

*articipation in the property utilization program is statewide, over 90 percent 
ef all counties having already picked up property from our warehouses since 
July 1 of last year. 


SHAW UNIVERSITY, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Raleigh, N. C. 
Hon WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: The fact that Army surplus goods have been available to schools 
and hospitals at negligible costs to them has been of great benefit to Shaw Uni- 
versity. Through this program we have been able to secure considerable equip- 
ment which was essential to our educational program and which we would 
have been unable to purchase at the regular market price. 

We applaud the excellent work which you are doing as chairman of the 
House Government Operations Committee in bringing to light not only the 
vast amount of surplus goods which the Government has on hand, but also the 
glaring inefficiency with which the program of disposal of these goods has been 
executed. 

In order that surplus may be made available to our institutions according 
to the original intent of Congress, Shaw University strongly urges you to exert 
your influence to the end that H. R. 3322 as an amendment to the Federal Prop 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 may be passed by Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM R. STRASSNER, President. 


STATE OF OHIO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Columbus, March 7, 1956. 
Hon. JOHN W. McCorMAck, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMaAck: This acknowledges receipt of your telegram 
of February 10, 1955, in which you asked me to express my views on H. R. 3322. 
I heartily endorse this bill. 


59322—55——_22 
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Making available to local schools and hospitals usable Federal surplus prop- 
erty, instead of selling it to scavengers for practically nothing, should be con- 
tinued because of the great good it does for the general public. 

In Ohio we believe in the integrity of both Federal and State Governments. 
You may rest assured that the Department of Education will administer and 
operate the program in such a manner as to provide for the proper use and 
disposal of surplus property. In order to accomplish these objectives S. B. No. 
291 was introduced in the Ohio General Assembly on February 14, 1955. Under 
this bill responsibility and authority is centralized in a State board of education. 
The board will be responsible for the proper use and disposal of surplus property. 

It is my belief, in considering future legislation dealing with the disposal of 
surplus property to education and health, Congress should make certain that 
Federal responsibilities remain with one agency and that all transfers or dis- 
tributions of property be made through one State agency. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK J. LAUSCHE. 


STATE OF GEORGIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, 
Atlanta, January 17, 1956. 
Re: Federal Surplus Property Program 
Congressman HENDERSON LANHAM, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN LANHAM: We have been informed that some individuals 
and organizations have from time to time critized or questioned the benefits of 
the Federal surplus property program to educational institutions and hospitals 
in Georgia. 

As you know the program in Georgia is administered by the State department 
of education through its surplus property warehouse at Atlanta, Ga. The pro- 
gram is under direction of Mr. A. W. Blackburn. Tie Georgia Department of 
Public Health through its division of hospital services cooperates with the sur- 
plus property agency by assisting in determining the eligibility of hospitals to 
participate in the program and in advising hospitals of the activities and benefits 
of the program. 

Attached is a list of hospitals and county public health departments that 
received benefits of the program during 1954. Our records show the following 
transactions: 


1. Total hospitals participating________~- ar Pe iia ii eee coach 37 
2. Total visits by hospitals a hn al 205 
}. Total cost to hospitals oe Be eee Li eee 
4. Total public health centers___________- ee eee 10 
5. Total visits by public health centers__......__.________- Pict 14 


—. 
6. Total cost to public health centers_........._.__._______ se otha 2 $679. 08 


Every effort is made to keep the cost to hospitals at less than 10 percent of 
the new equipment cost. A conservative estimate as to the value of the above 
sales would amount to more than $200,000. 

Equipment and supplies received by hospitals included: X-ray machines; 
kitchen equipment and utensils; housekeeping supplies; office machines and sup- 
plies; automobiles; dental equipment; and smaller items of supplies used in all 
departments of the hospital and in public health work. 

We feel that the program has been of great benefit to the hospitals in Georgia. 
Favorable comments have been received from those receiving equipment and sup- 
plies. Many institutions make regular visits to the surplus property warehouse 
and take full advantage of the opportunity for savings in purchasing which in 
turn may benefit the patients through lower hospitalization cost. It has come 
to our attention that under a Department of Defense directive much valuable 
property is now going to used-equipment or junk dealers, who are retailing such 
equipment at a handsome profit. This procedure does not appear to be in the 
best interest of public service. 

The above information may be of value to you should legislation be presented 
concerning this program. 

Sincerely, 
R. C. WirttaMs, M. D., 


Director, Division of Hospital Services. 
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Georgia hospitals receiving Federal surplus properties during 1954 


Hospital 


Battey State Hospital 


City 


Rome 


Number of 


visits (sales) 


Total cost 


OO 
he 
“J 


to hospital 


13 $599, 43 
Wildwood Sanitarium Wildwood 5 308, 91 
Upson County Hospital Thomaston $ 113. 70 
Americus-Sumter County Hospital Americus 5 136. 56 
Kennestone Hospital Marietta 31 1, 090, 89 
Floyd County Hospital Rome 7 407. 42 
Georgia Baptist Hospital Atlanta 1 20. 00 
Candler County Hospital Metter 7 527. 40 
Newnan Hospital = Newnan 1 150. 00 
Toecoa Clinie and Hospital Toccoa { 87.78 
Crawford Long Memorial Hospital Atlanta 38 2. 661. 48 
Milledgeville State Hospital Milledgeville 18 6, 900. 67 
Phoebe Putney Memorial Hospital Albany { 213. 73 
Laurens County Hospital Dublin 2 61. 69 
Rockmart-Aragon Hospital Rockmart 1 10, 65 
St. Francis Hospital Augusta ) 168. 84 
Polk General Hospital Cedartown $ 255. 05 
Tri-County Hospital Fort Oglethorpe 18 1, 581. 53 
Columbus City Hospital Columbus 9 352. 37 
Walton County Hospital Monroe 3 180. 27 
Washington General Hospital Washington 2 Rg. 02 
s3runswick City Hospital Brunswick 1 20. 00 
Hall County Hospital Gainesville 1 10. 60 
Turner County Hospital Ashburn 1), 90 
is Battery State Hospital Rome 13 599, 43 
f Wildwood Sanitarium Wildwood 5 308. 91 
) Upson County Hospital Thomaston 4 113. 70 
Is A mericus-Sumter County Hospitai Americus 5 136. 56 
Kennestone Hospital Marietta 31 1, 090. 89 
Floyd County Hospital Rome 7 407. 42 
nt Georgia Baptist Hospital Atlanta l 2”. 00 
‘O- Candler County Hospital Metter 7 527. 40 
of Newnan Hospital Newnan l 150. 00 
“ Toccoa Clinic and Hospital Toccoa { 87. 78 
ir- Crawford Long Memorial Hospital Atlanta 38 2. 661. 48 
to Milledgeville State Hospital Milledgeville 18 6, 990. 67 
its Phoebe Putney Memorial Hospital Albany 4 213. 73 
Laurens County Hospital Dublin 2 61. 69 
Rockmart-Aragon Hospital Rockmart 1 10. 65 
iat St. Francis Hospital Augusta 5 468, 84 
ing Polk General Hospital Cedartown $ 255. 05 
” Tri-County Hospital Fort Oglethorpe 18 1, 581. 53 
Columbus City Hospital Columbus 9 352. 37 
Walton County Hospital Monroe 3 180. 27 
Washington General Hospital Washington 2 89. 02 
: Brunswick City Hospital Brunswick 1 20. 00 
. 82 Hall County Hospital Gainesville I 10. 60 
, lurner County Hospital_- Ashburn 20. 90 
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t of STATE OF OHIO, 
hove DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Columbus, February 23, 1955. 
nes: Hon Joun W. McCorMack, 
sup- Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
n all House Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D. C. 
rgia. DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCorMack: Enclosed you will find a letter from Ohio 
| sup- State University pertaining to the unusual uses to which the university has 
nouse put several pieces of Federal surplus personal property. 
ch in We hope this can be included in the printed hearing on H. R. 3322. 
come Very truly yours, 
uable WALTER G. RHOTEN, Director. 
y such 
in the THE OHIo STaTeE UNIVERSITY, 
Columbus, February 10, 19565. 
sented Mr. WALTER RHOTEN, 
State Department of Education, 
Division of Property Utilization, Columbus, Ohio. 
DeaR Mr. RHOTEN: It may interest you to know some of the unusual uses 
ices. 


to which we have put special pieces of surplus property : 
1. A crankshaft induction hardening unit has been rebuilt and is now in 
use melting alloys for research work in metallurgy. 
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2. Hydraulic cylinders are being used several places to operate special 
presses. 

3. A Cub J-3 airplans has been changed from a trainer to do research 
in aerial crop dusting and spraying. 

4. A four-wheeled trailer has been changed so as to haul a bulldozer or 
ditching machine. 

5. A CFR gasoline engine is being used in the study of combustion rather 
than to rate fuels for antiknock. 

6. A diesel engine plant now furnishes power to operate a supersonic 
wind tunnel rather than supply current to operate Coast Guard artillery 
guns. 

7. Torpedo charging compressors are used to supply high pressure air 
for wind tunnel operation. 

Many other pieces of property have been modified for special uses in the 
undergraduate laboratories and on research projects sponsored by the Air Force 
and other departments of defense. Due to the availability of this equipment 
the costs of carrying on these projects have been greatly reduced. It is our 
hope that it will be possible for you to continue to serve the schools with excess 
property. 

Very truly yours, 

C. P. Roserts. 


PROVIDENCE COLLEGE, 
Providence 8, R.I., February 26, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMAck, 
Majority Leader, United States Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Drar CONGRESSMAN McCorMAcK: Upon my return from the Near East, 
where I have been for the past several weeks, I have learned that on January 
31 you introduced House bill 3322 amending the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act. As president of Providence College, I want to tell you 
how happy I am that you have given this problem your immediate and personal 
consideration. 

It is my recollection that you were in the vanguard of those seeking to aid 
educational institutions through the original Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act, and our institution was helped greatly by the original act. 
It has seemed to me that it was the intent of Congress to help tax-free health 
and educational institutions. However, during the past few years something 
has happened and institutions have been hindered in obtaining surplus property 
by reason of the Government sale of a large amount of equipment. I am con- 
fident that House bill 3322 will correct the abuses that have crept in during the 
last 2 years. 

I wish to go on record as congratulating you for introducing this bill, which 
will clarify the intent of Congress relative to health and educational institutions. 

In closing, my dear Congressman McCormack, I wish to assure you that you 
have performed an outstanding service for education in the United States. 

With every good wish to you for the success of this bill, Iam 

Sincerely yours, 
RoseERrT J. SLAVIN, O. P.., 
President. 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Madison, February 23, 1955. 
Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. JOHNSON: May I express my very sincere thanks for your letter of 
February 16 and the pertinent enclosures. 

It is most encouraging to me to see the tremendous progress that has been 
made on this issue since the date of my first letter to you. I am sure, too, that 
it must be heartwarming to people, the Nation over, to know that their local 
interests and welfare are of such great concern to their Congress. 

I helieve that this legislation will touch upon the welfare of the great majority 
of our people. 
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I would expect it to do the following: 

1. To provide better educational facilities and an expanded school 
program for our youth. 

2. To lessen the burden of local taxation. 

3. To expand and improve health facilities. 

4. To provide equipment in our schools and hospitals which will enable 
them to function as first-line civil defense emergency centers in the event 
of national crisis or disaster. 

I will appreciate it if you will keep me informed on the progress of this 
legislation and I, in turn, will be glad to supply you with any additional data, 
which you may desire, concerning this operation in Wisconsin. 

Sincerely, 

PALMER QO, JOHNSON, 
Supervisor, Surplus Property. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1955. 
Mr. PALMER O. JOHNSON, 
Supervisor, Surplus Property, 
Department of Public Instruction, 
Madison 2, Wis. 

DEAR PALMER: Since receiving your first letter of October 13, my office has been 
working on the matter of the effect of Department of Defense Directive No, 
7420.1 on the surplus donation program under Public Law 152. 

Of course, as you realize, the effects of the Army ruling have been felt by schools 
and welfare agencies all over the country and many other Congressmen have 
become interested in the matter. Congressman John McCormack, Democratic 
majority leader, introduced H. R. 3322 on January 31 to settle this problém once 
and for all, and to compel the Department of Defense to comply with the intent 
of Public Law 152. 

Hearings were held on the bill yesterday by the Government Operations Com- 
mittee, and I attended the afternoon session. I testified in favor of the bill and 
put both of your letters in the committee records. Your letters to me were very 
well received by the committee and they felt you had mad” a very thorough anal- 
ysis of the situation. I also put into the records of the committee the names and 
addresses of the 13 school superintendents in the Ninth District who wrote to 
me on the matter. 

From the way the hearings went and from conversations I had with other 
interested Congressmen, I feel that H. R. 3322 will be reported out very shortly. 
It was brought out at the hearings that some minor amendments should be 
adopted to prevent further complications in the program. I aim sending you, 
under separate cover, a copy of the Congressional Record for February 10 and 
eall your attention to the remarks of Congressman John McCormack on page 
1214. In the Senate, Senator McClellan and 21 cosponsors are backing an identi- 
cal measure. I imagine you have already contacted Senator Wiley and Senator 
McCarthy on the matter. Since Senator McCarthy is a member of the Senate 
Government Operations Committee, he could be very helpful on the Senate bill, 
1004. 

You may be sure that I will support H. R. 3322 and do all I can to secure its 
passage. I will also keep you informed on any further developments in the 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON. 


Marcu 1, 1955. 
Congressman JOHN McCorMACK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Str: In connection with my testimony before your Committee on Donable Sur- 
plus Property, I wish to enclose bid 44—073-55-9 of the Richmond Quartermaster 
Depot which was opened some 6 or 8 weeks ago. 

The kitchen ranges I referred to in the committee hearings were those listed 
as item 94. They were all brand new, cost $411.76 each, and were sold for $31.59 
each, all as one lot. 
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The catalog I was showing at the hearings was of a later sale in which the 
ranges were not sold as a lot. 

I must say that as soon as the disposal people saw how little the ranges brought 
as a lot, the next sale they allowed persons to bid on any amount of them. My 
point is that this idea of selling as all one lot was what the Surplus Property 
Institute was trying to get across to the assembled surplus property adminis- 
trators not only at Norfolk but even after Congressman Gary’s letter of objection 
to this allowing only these people to address the seminar, the identical group 
appeared before the next regional meeting in Jacksonville, Fla., in the last 
2 weeks. 

I object violently to the Department of Defense allowing such people and only 
such people to address these meetings. I could tell them plenty that is wrong, 
but not having a bunch of high-priced lawyers, public-relations people, and an 
adequate bankroll, I doubt if I am a General Motors type man and not the kind 
to be heard. What’s good for the Surplus Property Institute is not necessarily 
good for the country. 

JAMES B. BLAckForp. 


City oF MILWAUKEE, 
CENTRAL BOARD AND DEPARTMENT OF PURCHASES, 
Milwaukee, Wis., March 14, 1955. 
Hon. WitittaAM L. Dawson, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I respectfully urge that you support H. R. 3322, which would amend 
the Federal Property Administrative Services Act of 1949, making it clear beyond 
any doubt that the Congress intends to donate usable surplus property to be used 
tor educational and public-health purposes. 

As you know, the great majority of this material is now being sold at auction 
for a pittance, and when the cost of such auctions is deducted from the returns 
for the merchandise the Federal Government receives practically nothing. Public 
schools and hospitals can make use of a large quantity of this material if it is 
made available to them without charge, and considering the fact that it was paid 
for with taxes, it should revert to the States and local units of government for 
the use of those public institutions which are in dire need of such assistance. 

Your support of this bill is deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. W. NICHOLSON, 
City Purchasing Agent. 


BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, 
CoUNTY OF ESSEX, PURCHASING DEPARTMENT, 
Newark 2 N.J., Mareh 15, 1955. 


Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN: The Essex County Board of Freeholders, the govern- 
ing body of the county of Essex, has instructed me to advise you—and through 
you, the members of your committee—of its interest in the passage of H. R. 3322. 

To the citizens, who paid for it, should go the first choice of accepting or reject- 
ing any surplus of Government property. I am sure that both you and your 
committee will agree to the fairness of this statement. 

May we count on your active support of this measure? 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM H. BUTLER, 3d, 
Purchasing Agent. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, 
DIVISION OF PURCHASES AND INSURANCE, 

Hartford 4, Conn., March 9, 1955. 

Re House Bill H. R. 3322 on Donable Surplus Property 

Representative WILLIAM L. DAwson, 

Chairman of the House Committee on Government Operations, 
House Offiice Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Honorable Str: The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing is dedi- 
cated to improve governmental buying of which the city of Hartford is a member, 
has advised me through their letter No. 146 of March 4, 1955, of the subject 
impending bill. 

Since NIGP is dedicated to the proposition of “securing more for the tax 
dollar” we, as a national organization are behind your efforts in securing passage 
of this bill. The writer is personally 100 percent in sympathy with the state- 
ments made before the committee and the House of Representatives justifying 
this additional law which is being submitted to clarify Public Law 216 of the 
81st Congress with particular attention to sections 203 and 405. 

This same letter is being sent to Anthony Sadlak, Representative at Large 
for the State of Connecticut and Thomas Dodd, Representative of the First 
Congressional District. 

Very truly yours, 
N. B. HENSON, 
Purchasing Agent. 


SOUTHERN GARMENT MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
Nashville, Tenn., March 14, 1956. 
ne: H.R. 3522 
CLERK, 
House Government Operations Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CLERK: It would be appreciated, sir, if you would file with the 
record made regarding the captioned bill, this letter, in support of H. R. 3322. 

The industry represented by this association is constantly harassed with the 
dumping of shirts, pants, jackets and other items of wearing apparel declared 
surplus by the several hundred Army, Navy, and Air Force bureaus, depots and 
other installations and thrown on the market at prices only a small part of the 
price that must be realized in the sale of the same type of goods produced by 
this industry. This is a constant threat to not only the industry itself but to 
the employees in our plants and it is heartening that your committee is consid- 
ering this legislation. 

The kind of long-range program we believe this legislation creates would be 
of great assistance in stabilizing our economy and specifically the employment in 
our industry. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. Gorvdon McKeEtvey, 
Executive Vice President and General Counsel. 


APPENDIX IV 


The following list of individuals and organizations from whom communica- 
tions were received in support of H. R. 2322, in addition to the communications 
printed in full in these hearings, was ordered by the subcommittee to be inserted 
in the record of these hearings at this point: 
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ALABAMA 
State agency for surplus property, A. C. Walker, P. O. drawer 30, Attalla, Ala. 
ARKANSAS 


Alma Consolidated School, Earl Coats, superintendent, Alma, Ark. 

Arkansas Boys Industrial School, Felix W. Ryals, superintendent, Pine Bluff, 
Ark. 

Arkansas State College, L. Cameron, business manager, State College, Ark. 

Arkansas Tuberculosis Sanatorium, T. H. Lipscomb, acting superintendent, State 
Sanatorium, Ark. 

Aubrey Public Schools, Doyle Garrett, superintendent, Aubrey, Ark. 

sald Knob Public Schools, H. L. Lubker, superintendent, Bald Knob, Ark. 

Corning Public Schools, M. D. Forrest, superintendent, Corning, Ark. 

County Line School, Alvin F. Vest, superintendent, Branch, Ark. 

Dermott Public Schools, W. C. Palmer, superintendent, Dermott, Ark. 

Gravette Public School, Glenn A. Duffy, superintendent, Gravette, Ark. 

Mountain Home Public Schools, Harold L. Overbey, superintendent, Mountain 
Home, Ark. 

State Hospital, K. W. Newman, director of administration, Little Rock, Ark. 

Valley Springs Public Schools, J. D. Barnett, Jr., superintendent, Valley 
Springs, Ark. 

CALIFORNIA 


Board of Supervisors, County of Sacramento, James R. Garlick, chairman, Sacra- 
mento, Calif. 

California School for Deaf, Dr. Richard G. Briss, superintendent, Riverside, 
Calif. 

Christian Brothers School, Brother Xavier, principal, Sacramento, Calif. 

Corona Unified School, George M. Kibby, superintendent, Corona, Calif. 

Colusa Union High School, George H. Pence, principal, Colusa, Calif. 

District Superintendent of Schools, Eli R. Steed, Barstow, Calif. 

Daggett School District, Philip A. Capen, principal, Daggett, Calif. 

Durham Unified School District, Louis Edward, P. O. Box 140, Durham, Calif. 

Elder Creek School District, Charles P. Watters, principal, Sacramento 20, Calif. 

Edison School District, Tom B. Liudquist, district superintendent, Bakersfield, 
Calif. 

Elk Grove Union High School, Glen M. Beeman, district superintendent, Elk 
Grove, Calif. 

Florin Elementary School, Isabelle C. Jackson, district superintendent, Box 181, 
Florin, Calif. 

Grant Union High School, J. Keema, district superintendent, 1400 Grand Avenue, 
Del Paso Heights, Calif. 

Grossmont Union High School District, Harold G. Hughes, assistant superin- 


tendent, Lamesa, Calif. 
Garden Grove Union High School, Leroy L. Doig, superintendent, Garden Grove, 
Calif. 
Fruitvale Elementary School, Leslie DeHart, district superintendent, Bakersfield, : 
Calif. 
Hinkley Elementary School, Robert H. Rohrer, principal, Barstow, Calif. s 
Hamilton Union High School, Donald W. Nifison, superintendent, Hamilton City, 
Calif. s 
Hueneme Elementary School, Ansgar Larsen, district superintendent, Oxnard, V 
Calif. 
Hillside House, Cecil Cooprider, director, Santa Barbara, Calif. 
Lassen Union High and Junior College, L. V. Greenleas, district superintendent, “ 


Susanville, Calif. 
Lerdo School, Gerald E. Miller, district superintendent, Bakersfield, Calif. D 


Marysville Union High School, Pedro Osuno, district superintendent, Marysville, G: 

Calif. » 
Montecito School for Girls, Homer F. Barnes, head master, Montecito, Calif. Ke 
Morro Union Elementary School, Wilmar N. Tognazzini, Morro Bay, Calif. Mi 
Maxwell Union High School, John W. Cox, principal, Maxwell, Calif. Nz 


Newbury Park Academy, F. E. Rice, principal, Newbury Park, Calif. | 
Nordhoff Union High School, R. H. Drewes, district superintendent, Ojai, Calif. 
Office of the Superintendent of Schools, Wallace R. Muelder, assistant superin- 

tendent, P. O. Box 868, Riverside County, Calif. 
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~—— Union High School District, A. C. Jensen, business manager, Oxnard, 

Calif. 

Perris Union High School, Burdette E. White, superintendent, 144 Davis Road, 
Perris, Calif. 

Pierce Joint Union High School, A. H. English, principal, Arbuckle, Calif. 

Riverside County Court House, W. E. Jones, chairman branch supervisors, 
Riverside Calif. 

St. John’s Hospital, Oxnard, Calif. 

San Luis Obispo County School, Alvin E. Rhodes, superintendent, San Luis 
Obispo, Calif. 

Santa Ana City Schools, Lynn H. Crawford, superintendent. 

Santa Barbara City Schools, E. W. Jacobsen, superintendent, 8 Cedar Lane, 

Santa Paula Union High School, Max L. Forney, Santa Paula, Calif. 

School of Tropical and Preventive Medicine, Bruce Halstead, M. D., department 
of biotoxicology, Loma Linda, Calif. 

State Educational Agency for Surplus Property, W. A. Farrell, chief, Sacramento 
14, Calif. 

Sutter Hospital, F. R. Murphy, administrator, Sacramento, Calif. 

Superintendent of Schools, George H. Flamson, Paso Robles, Calif. 

C. W. VanOsdoll, San Diego, Calif. 

Woodland Public Schools, W. K. Cobb, secretary, Woodland, Calif. 

Yuba City High School, Chester B. Winship, Yuba City, Calif. 

Yermo School District, Arthur W. Howard, district superintendent, Yermo, Calif. 

Fresno City Schools, E. C. Kratt, superintendent; E. A. Dann, assistant super- 
intendent; L. E. Toddhunter, assistant superintendent; and J. C. Trombetta, 
assistant superintendent, Fresno, Calif. 

Hemet Valley Union School District, J. F. Wiens, district superintendent, 831 
East Devonshire, Hemet, Calif. 

Hilmar Unified Schools, E. R. McSweeney, superintendent, Hilmar, Calif. 

Sierra Union High School, L. T. Cook, district superintendent, Auberry, Calif. 

State of California, S. W. Patterson, assistant division chairman, Special Schools 
and Services, Sacramento 14, Calif. 


COLORADO 


The Abbey School, Michael Jankowski, Canon City, Colo. 

The Boulder, Colorado, Sanitarium and Hospital, H. G. Eichman, assistant 
manager, Boulder, Colo. 

Colorado State Children’s Home, P. A. Philbin, business manager, 2305 South 
Washington Street, Denver, Colo. 

Delta County Joint School District No. 50, Dave Baxter, supply and maintenance, 
Hotchkiss, Colo. 

Eagle County High School, L. W. Green, superintendent, Gypsum, Colo. 

Education and Health Agency for Surplus Property, Mrs. E. Mittin, director, 
847 East Colfax Avenue, Denver 18, Colo. 

Gunnison Public Schools, M. C. Nolte, superintendent, Gunnison, Colo. 

Pueblo County Rural School District No. 70, Cecil Mullins, superintendent, 
Rural Route 1, Box 120, Pueblo, Colo. 

Sheridan Union High School, T. J. Murphy, superintendent, South Federal at 
West Oxford, Post Office Box 145, Englewood, Colo. 

State Home and Training School, H. E. Hinds, executive assistant, Wheatridge, 
Colo. 

State of California, H. G. Vest, Commissioner of Education, Denver 2, Colo. 

Weld County General Hospital, Greeley, Colo., H. H. Hill, administrator. 


CON NECTICUT 


Choate School, Charles Eglise, Jr., business manager, Wallingford, Conn. 

Department of Education, C. T. St. Clair, superintendent, North Haven, Conn. 

Gaylord Farm Sanatorium, Harold Dedrick, business manager, Wallingford. 
Conn. 

Kent School, Kent, Conn., Walter N. Grynwald, business manager. 

Middlebury Board of Education, M. A. Letts, superintendent, Middlebury, Conn. 

National Association of Civil Defense, William Hesketh, president, Hartford. 
Conn. 
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Norwich State Hospital, R. H. Kettle, M. D., superintendent, Norwich, Conn. 

State Department of Education, Agency for Surplus Property, F. P. Bradley, 
director, Hartford, Conn. 

Teachers College of Connecticut, H. D. Welte, president, New Britain, Conn. 

Hillyer College, A. S. Wilson, president, Hartford 1, Conn. 


DELAWARE 


Department of Public Instruction, W. Lyle Mowlds, director of surplus property, 
Dover, Del. 
FLORIDA 


Board of Public Instruction, Floyd Christian, superintendent, Clearwater, Fla. 

Board of Public Instruction, J. B. Walker, county superintendent, Box 271, 
Orlando, Fla. 

Board of Public Instruction, W. M. Thomas, secretary, State Superintendent’s 
Association, Palatka, Fla. 

Board of Public Instructjon, Wm. J. Woodham, Jr., superintendent, 215 West 
Garden Street, Pensacola, Fla. 

Board of Public Instruction, Amos Godby, superintendent, Tallahassee, Fla. 

Board of Public Instruction, W. J. Darden, superintendent, Titusville, Fla. 

Department of Education, T. D. Bailey, superintendent, Tallahassee, Fla. 

Florida Hospital Association, J. F. Monahan, Jr., executive secretary, 1216 East 
Colonial Drive, Orlando, Fla. 

Florida Industrial School for Boys, A. G. Dozier, superintendent, Marianna, Fla. 

Florida State Hospital, W. D. Rogers, M. D., superintendent, Chattahoochee, Fla. 

Hillsborough County Public Schools, D. G. Erwin, director trade and industrial, 
adult and veteran education, Post Office Box 2250, Tampa 1, Fla. 

Rollins College, Harold Mutispaugh, purchasing agent and assistant business 
manager, Winter Park, Fla. 

Scoutmaster Troop 98, Lennard B. Register, Jasper, Fla. 

Trade and Industrial Education, H. F. Hinton, State supervisor, Tallahassee, 
Fla. 

University of Miami, U. J. Hiss, director of procurement, Coral Gables 46, Fla. 


GEORGIA 


Board of Education, N. A. Rogers, C. 8S. S. superintendent of schools, Franklin, 
Ga. 

City of Atlanta, purchasing department, Ernest J. Brewer, purchasing agent. 

Department of Education, M. D. Collins, State superintendent of schools, State 
Office Building, Atlanta 3, Ga. 

Department of Public Health, J. Ff. Gunter, Chairman, licensure section, division 
of Hospital Services, Atlanta, Ga. 

Rome City Schools, EK. A. Crudup, superintendent, Rome, Ga. 


ILLINOIS 


Alton Senior High School, Irene Liebig, home economics representative I. V. A., 
legislative committee, 2200 College Avenue, Alton, III. 

Centralia Township High School, C. B. Ebbs, president, Centralia, II. 

Centralia Township Junior College, L. D. Atkins, head, industrial education 
department, Centralia, Ill. 

Kast Richland Public Schools, G. V. Petty, head of industrial education depart- 
ment, 1100-1200 East Laurel Street, Olney, Il. 

Elkville Public School, A. L. Smith, principal, Elkville, Il. 

Freeport Senior High School, H. J. Roen, director industrial education, West 
Moseley Street, Freeport, Tl. 

Greenville College, H. V. Brewer, business manager, Greenville, Ill. 

Illinois Vocational Association, H. F. Ely, president, Alton, Ill. 

Lisle Manual Training School for Boys, Joseph Hucek, chairman board of di- 
rectors, Lisle, Ill. 

Lisle Industrial School for Girls, Mrs. E. Bashe, member board of directors, 
Lisle, Ill. 

Marmion Military Academy, Rt. Rev. G. Benkert, president, Aurora, III. 

Lisle Manual Training School for Boys and Lisle Industrial School for Girls, 
Lisle, Ill. 

St. Joseph Bohemian Orphanage, Rey. C. W. Novak, O. S. B., Lisle, Tl. 
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St. Joseph Bohemian Orphanage, Rev. V. Novotny, O. S. B., Lisle, Ill. 

St. Procopius College, Rev. T. J. Havlik, rector, Lisle, Il. 

State of Illinois, V. L. Nickell, superintendent of public instruction, Springfield, 
Ill. 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, J. C. Mutch, executive officer State Agency 
for Surplus Property, 201 Centennial Building, Springfield, II. 

Wenger, Kathryn, Everett & Virginia, 8601 St. Claire, Skokie, IL. 

Woodstock Community High School, Clarence Sparks, Woodstock, Ill. 


1OWA 


Bettendorf Board of Education, W. B. Eriksen, superintendent of schools, 800 
23d Street, Bettendorf, Iowa. 

Board of Education, E. L. Tubbs, superintendent community school district, 
Dows, Iowa 

Davenport Public Schools, L. C. Goss, director of purchasing and maintenance, 
1001 Harrison Street, Davenport, Lowa. 

Independent School District of Battle Creek, M. B. Leavengood, superintendent, 
Bettle Creek, Iowa. 

Iowa Methodist Hospital, R. M. White, purchasing agent, 1200 Pleasant Street, 
Des Moines 14, Iowa. 

Jesup Consolidated School, Burton North, superintendent, Jesup, Iowa. 

LaPorte City Consolidated Schools, H. D. Matt, superintendent, LaPorte, Iowa. 

Laurens Consolidated Schools, Donald Henderson, superintendent, Laurens, Iowa 

Lu Verne Public Schools, B. E. Martin, superintendent, Lu Verne, Iowa 

Mount Pleasant independent School District, C. A. Cottrell, superintendent 
Mount Pleasant, lowa 

2aton Consolidated School, R. F. Leland, superintendent, Paton, Iowa 

Public Schools, D. L. Lippold, director industrial and adult education, Waterloo, 
Iowa 

St. Edmond High School, Rev. G. Kelly, superintendent, Fort Dodge, Iowa 

Sibley Independent Schools, W. P. Forney, superintendent, Sibley, lowa 

State of Iowa, L. H. Seaver, State supervisor, surplus property division, State 
Office Building, Des Moines 19, lowa 

Treynor Consolidated Schools, B. E. Mann, superintendent, Treynor, Iowa 

State Agency for Surplus Property, L. H. Seaver, director, (attached to letter 
dated February 10, 1955), Des Moines, Iowa 

Towa Methodist Hospital, Mr. R. M. White, purchasing agent, Des Moines, Iowa 


KANSAS 


Arkansas City Publis Schools, J. J. Vineyard, superintendent, 215 South Second 
Street, Arkansas City. Kans. 

Board of Education, Shirley Froemming, clerk, Winfield, Kans. 

Delia Rural High School, Frank Rosser, principal, Delia, Kans. 

Department of Administration, R. H. Arnold, surplus property office, statehouse, 
Topeka, Kans. 

Dodge City Public Schools, F. B. Toalson, superintendent, Dodge City, Kans. 

Kansas State College, W. E. Keating, business manager, Hays, Kans. 

Kansas State Teachers College, J. E. King, president, Emporia, Kans. 

Mount St. Scholastica College, Mother M. A. Schroll, O. 8S. B., president, Atchison, 
Kans. 

Ottawa University, R. N. Bundy, business manager, Ottawa, Kans. 

St. Anthony’s Hospital, Sister M. Alwin, C. S. A., administratrix, Hays, Kans. 

St. Benedict’s College, Rev. C. Kohake, O.S.B., dean of studies, Atchison, Kans. 

St. Joseph’s College and Military Academy, Rev. C. Heim, business manager, 
Hays, Kans. 

St. Mary’s College, J. R. Allen, 8.J., treasurer, St. Marys, Kans. 

Seaman Rural High School, C. D. Logan, principal, North Topeka, Kans. 

Sterling College, Frank Smisor, assistant to president, Sterling, Kans. 

Superintendent of Schools, C. U. Phillips, Hays, Kans. 

Washburn University of Topeka, R. G. Vogel, treasurer, Topeka, Kans. 


KENTUCKY 


Bath County Schools, Glenmore Hogge, superintendent, Owingsville, Ky. 
Bethany Orphanage, J. F. Colter, assistant superintendent, Bethany, Ky. 
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Camargo High School, W. H. Power, principal, Rural Route 2, Mount Sterling, Ky. 

Christian County Public Schools, H. B. Fiser, superintendent, Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Erie School, E. K. Meyers, superintendent, Olive Hill, Ky. 

Ierlanger-Elsmere Schools, Edgar Arnett, superintendent, Erlanger, Ky. 

Fayette County Public Schools, N. C. Turpen, superintendent, 400 Lafayette 
Drive, Lexington, Ky. 

Frankfort Public Schools, C. D. Redding, superintendent, Frankfort, Ky. 

Glasgow Public Schools, G. C. Farley, superintendent, Glasgow, Ky. 

Homeplace Clinic and Hospital, K. W. Cameron, M. B., C. W. B., Ary, Perry 
County, Ky. 

Hopkins County Schools, 8S. B. Pollock, superintendent, Madisonville, Ky. 

Hospital Conference of Metropolitan Louisville, Sister J. Mariam, president, 
1367 South 12th Street, Louisville 10, Ky. 

Johns Creek High School, C. R. Elswick, Route 1, Pikeville, Ky. 

Lewisburg Consolidated School, G. L. Summers, principal, Lewisburg, Ky. 

Logan County Hospital, J. W. Clark, administrator, East Fourth Street, Russell- 
ville, Ky. 

Lyon County Board of Education, J. E. Fiser, superintendent, Eddyville, Ky. 

Menifee County Schools, G. A. Motley, superintendent, Frenchburg, Ky. 

Menifee County Schools, C. V. Cornwell, supervisor, census and director of 
pupil personnel, Frenchburg, Ky. 

Nazareth College of Kentucky, Sister M. Gertrude, president, Louisville, Ky. 

Nicholas County Board of Education, R. J. Wesley, superintendent, Carlisle, Ky. 

Pewee Valley Sanitarium and Hospital, P. C. Dysinger, administrator, Pewee 
Valley, Ky. 

Pike County Department of Education, C. H. Farley, superintendent, Pike- 
ville, Ky. 

Norton Memorial Infirmary, A. E. Hardgrove, administrator, Louisville 3, Ky. 

Olmstead High School, W. N. Alexander, principal, Olmstead, Ky. 

Owensboro Technical High School, C. F. Criley, director vocational education, 
Owensboro, Ky. 

Presentation Academy, Sister A. Miriam, Louisville, Ky. 

Prichard High School, M. E. Calhoun, principal, Grayson, Ky. 

Red Bird Mission, W. H. Kesselring, director of education, Beverly, Ky. 

St. Joseph Preparatory School, Brother Nilus, C. F. X., headmaster, Bards- 
town, Ky. 

Somerset Vocational School, L. C. McDowell, coordinator, Somerset, Ky. 

Berea College, G. R. Kavanaugh, business manager, Berea, Ky. 


LOUISIANA 


Bishop C. P. Greco, Alexandria, La. 

Louisiana Surplus Property Agency, S. B. Mallet, executive officer, Baton Rouge 
4, La. 

Loyola University. K. A. Maring, S. J., representative, procurement of surplus 
property, New Orleans, La. 

State Education Department, 8. M. Jackson,.State superintendent, State Capital 
Building, Baton Rouge, La. 


MAINE 


Nasson College, R. C. Gay, president, Springvale, Maine 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Amershadian, Fred, 618 Little Building, Boston, Mass. 
Anna Maria College, Sister I. Marie, 8. 8S. A., president, Paxton, Mass. 
Assumption College, A. H. Desautels, A. A., president, Worcester 6, Mass. 
Belmont Vocational High School, L. W. Crowson, director, Belmont, Mass. 
Beverly Trade School, C. H. Patten, director, Sohier Rd., Beverly, Mass. 
Bristol County Agricultural School, K. H. Erickson, director, Segreganset, Mass. 
3rockton Trade High School, K. M. Baker, director, vocational. and Adult 
education, Brockton 19, Mass. 
City of Cambridge, J. H. Corcoran, purchasing agent, Cambridge, Mass. a 
College of the Holy Cross, J. L. Sullivan, 8. J., director of purchases, Worcester, z 
Mass. 
Convent of Notre Dame, Sister Angelita of the Sacred Heart, S. N. D., 56 Havre 
Street, East Boston, Mass. 
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Dighton Vocational School, C. F. Day, director, Sonserset Avenue, Dighton, Mass. 
Don Bosco Trade School, Rev. L. Rinaldi, rector, Bennington and Byron Streets, 
East Boston 28, Mass. 
Framingham Vocational School, J. P. Keefe, director, Irving and Arlington 
Streets, Framingham, Mass. 
Gloucester Vocational School, H. B. Geary, director, High School Building, 
Gloucester, Mass. 
oe Trade School, T. F. Garvey, director, 18-30 Wingate Street, Haverhill, 
Mass. 
Hillcrest Hospital, S. C. Fazio, administrator, 165 Tor Court, Pittsfield, Mass., 
Hon. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr., Room 317, Old House Office Building, Washington, 
D. C. (11th District). 
paneer School Department, J. R. Sutcliffe, director of band, Leominster, 
ass. 
Lynn Independent Industrial Schoolmaking School, S. R. Callahan, director, 
50 High Street, Lynn, Mass. 
Malden Vocational High School, J. A. Booth, director, 2 Ferry Street, Malden, 
Mass. 
Massachusetts General Hospital, F. Foster, assistant director, Boston 14, Mass. 
Massachusetts Memorial Hospitals, W. M. Gray, purchasing agent, 750 Har- 
rison Avenue, Boston 18, Mass. 
Melvin V. Weldon Vocational High School, W. D. Reid, director, Medford 55, 
Mass. 
Merrimack College, Rev. T. F. Walsh, O. S. A., procurator, North Andover, Mass. 
Mount Ida, W. F. Carlson, president, Boulder Farm, Newton Centre, Mass. 
New England Bible Institute, C. O. Lindberg, dean, 7 Auburn Street, Framing- 
ham, Mass. 
Phillips Academy, H. W. Schereschewsky, comptroller, Andover, Mass. 
Prevost High School, Brother Augustus, 555 Eastern Avenue, Fall River, Mass. 
Provincetown Vocational School, 8. A. Causi, instructor, 12 Pearl Street, Prov- 
incetown, Mass. 
St. Vincent Hospital, Sister M. Loreto, superintendent, Worcester 10, Mass. 
Saxton Trade High School, R. F. Poland, director, Leominster, Mass. 
Scituate public schools, E. K. Chace, superintendent, Scituate, Mass. 
Soldiers’ Home, J. L. Quigley, commandant, Chelsea 50, Mass. 
Springfield College, D. C. Stone, president, Springfield 9, Mass. 
Stonehill College, Rev. F. J. Boland, C. S. C., president, North Easton, Mass. 
Superintendents, assistant superintendents, secretaries and directors of schools: 
Acton public schools, W. L. O’Connell, superintendent, West Acton, Mass. 
Ashby and Townsend Schools, R. D. Dopp, superintendent, Townsend, Mass. 
J. M. Tobin, superintendent, 1700 Cambridge Street, Cambridge 38, Mass. 
Canton public schools, John Glenn, superintendent, Canton, Mass. 
J. L. Gunn, superintendent, Groton, Mass. 
Hanover, Hanson, Norwell Schools, C. E. Bradley, superintendent, Hanover, 
Mass. 
Maynard School Commission, Mary A. Doyle, superintendent and secretary, 
Maynard, Mass. 
D. I. Davoren, superintendent, Milford, Mass. 
E. D. Woodbury, superintendent, Natick, Mass. 
Needham public schools, D, A. Newman, superintendent, Needham, Mass. 
North Attleborough schools, A. J. Mott, superintendent, North Attleborough, 
Mass. 
Norton-Plainville schools, L. G. Nourse, superintendent, Norton, Mass. 
School department, J. H. Higgins, assistant superintendent, Peabody, Mass. 
Public school department, E. J. Russell, superintendent, Pittsfield, Mass. 
Saugus public schools, J. J. Morgan, secretary, school commission, Saugus, 


Mass. 

School commission, L. C. Donahue, assistant superintendent, Somerville, 
Mass. 

Tewksbury School Commission, J. A. Aubut, secretary, Tewksbury, Mass. 


J. D. Whittier, superintendent, Topsfield, Mass. 
Department of public schools, J. W. McDevitt, superintendent, Waltham, 
Mass. 
Tabor Academy, J. W. Wickenden, headmaster, Marion, Mass. 
Thayer Academy and Thayerlands School, W. C. Anderson, business manager, 
Braintree 85, Mass. 
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Vocational high school, H. J. Patterson, director, High School Building, Arling- 
ton 74, Mass. 

Vocational high school, J. W. Bates, principal, 23 Summer Street, Everett 49, 
Mass. 

Vocational high school, W. R. Mackintosh, director, 181 Hillman Street, New 
3edford, Mass. 

Vocational school advisory committee, W. H. Rathgeber, chairman, Newbury- 
port, Mass. 

Wentworth Institute, H. R. Beauty, president, Boston, Mass. 

Westport School Department, 8. G. Pierce, superintendent, Westport, Mass. 

Worcester Boys’ Trade High School, W. B. Deneen, director, Worcester 5, Mass. 

Worcester City Hospital, T. A. Austin, superintendent, Worcester 9, Mass. 

Archdiocese of Boston, Rt. Rev. T. F,. O’Leary, superintendent of schools, 468 
Beacon Street, Boston 15, Mass. 

Berkshire County Superintendents’ Association, R. N. Taylor, president, North 
Adams, Mass. 

Dalton public schools, A. J. Hill, superintendent, Dalton, Mass. 

Quincy public schools, F. C. Webster, director, Quincy 69, Mass. 


MINNESOTA 


Askov public schools, H. G. Thompson, industrial arts instructor, Askov, Minn. 

Brainerd public schools, H. C. Nordgaard, superintendent, Oak and South Bighth 
Streets, Brainerd, Minn. 

Consolidated School District No. 1, J. A. Dahl, superintendent, Taylors Falls, 
Minn. 

Ellendale consolidated schools, H. G. Anderson, superintendent, Ellendale, Minn. 

Granite Falls public schools, M. H. Lindback, superintendent, Granite Falls, 
Minn. 

Melrose Independent School District, G. J. Rubash, superintendent, Melrose, 
Minn. 

Mentor public schools, A. D. Lofthus, superintendent, Mentor, Minm 

Morgan public schools, L. B. Law, superintendent, Morgan, Minn. 

Osukis public schools, C. F. Omacht, superintendent, Osakis, Minn. 

Raymond public schools, H. Van De Riet, board chairman, and C, L. Gunter, clerk, 
Raymond, Minn. 

Roseville schools, E. D. Williams, superintendent, 1261 Highway 36, St. Paul 
13, Minn. 

Rushford Consolidated School District, No. 16, C. R. Lewis, superintendent, 
Rushford, Minn. 

St. Cloud publie schoo!s, H. B. Gough, superintendent, St. Cloud, Minn. 

Sisters of the Order of St. Benedict, Sister B. Kapsner, O. S. B., procurator, St. 
Joseph, Minn. 

State Teachers College, C. R. Sattgast, president, Bemidji, Minn. 

Waterville public schools, H. A. Mahler, superintendent, Waterville, Minn. 

Waubun public schools, H. M. Bjornsen, superintendent, Waubun, Minn. 

Winnebago Community School, J. O. Webster, superintendent, Winnebago, Minn. 

St. John’s University, Rt. Rev. B. Dworschak, O. 8. B., president, Collegeville, 
Minn. 

Winona Public Schools, O. S. Glover, clerk and business manager, 166 W. Broad- 
way, Winona, Minn. 

Independent School District No. 12, W. J. Murphy, superintendent, Ely, Minn 


MISSISSIPPI | 
Brookhaven Public Schools, C. H. Pipsey, superintendent, Brookhaven, Miss. I 
Charleston Consolidated School, Sale Lilly, superintendent, Charleston, Miss. 
Copiah-Lincoln Junior College, Je M. Ewing, president, Wesson, Miss. I 
Coxburg School, R. 8. Richmond, superintendent, route 4, Lexington, Miss. I 
East Central Junior College, W. A. Vincent, president, Decatur, Miss. : 
Hattiesburg public schools, S. H. Blair, superintendent, Hattiesburg, Miss. 

House of Representatives, Hon, J. E. Baxter, chairman commission on education, M 
Jackson, Miss. ’ 
Mars Hill School, C. B. Richardson, superintendent, Smithdale, Miss. N 
Meridian public schools, J. B. Pearson, assistant superintendent, Meridian, Miss. PI 

Mississippi College, D. M. Nelson, president, Clinton, Miss. 
Mississippi State College for Women, A. M. Miller, financial secretary, Columbus, St 
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Mississippi Vocational College, C. R. Lackey, Inv. director, Itta Bena, Miss. 

NEA District 3, Butler Moore, commission member, professional relations, Lexing 
ton, Miss. 

Northwest Mississippi Junior College and Agricultural High School, R. D. 
McLendon, president, Senatobia, Miss. 

Oblate Fathers, J. E. Taylor, O. M. I., Pass Christian, Miss. 

Quincy Elementary School, O. C. Mays, principal, Quincy, Miss. 

St. Francis of Assisi Mission, Rev. N. Machesky, O. F. M. and assistant pastor, 
Route 1, Box 28, Greenwood, Miss. 

Southwest Mississippi Junior College, H. T. Huddleston, president, Summit, 
Miss. 

Superintendent, county superintendent, assistant superintendent, and adminis- 
trator of schools, L. R. White, county superintendent of education, Batesville, 
Miss. 

S. N. Brown, Jr., county superintendent, Belzoni, Miss. 

Brookhaven public schools, C. H. Lipsey, superintendent, Brookhaven, Miss 

R. H. Posey, county superintendent of education, Canton, Miss. 

Flora public schools, B. T. Akers, superintendent, P. O. Box 365, Flora, Miss. 

Improve-Petty Consolidated School, Carl Loftin, superintendent, Route 1, 
Columbia, Miss. 

Louise Consolidated School, L. M. Hamberlin, administrator, Louise, Miss. 

Meridian public schools, L. O. Todd, superintendent, and J. B. Pearson, assistant 
superintendent, Meridian, Miss. (See wire, dated February 24.) 

Neshoba Co., I. M. Latimer, superintendent of education, Philadelphia, Miss 

Taylorsville Schools, R. C. Stribling, superintendent, Taylorsville, Miss. 

Terry School, W. H. Garrett, Jackson, Miss. 

BE. M. Duncan, superintendent of education, Tylertown, Miss. 

Washington County General Hospital, D. B. Watson, business office, manager, 
P. O. Box 3097, East Station, Greenville, Miss. 

Diocesan superintendent of schools, Rt. Rev. (Msgr.) G. T. O'Connell, Biloxi, 
Miss. 

MISSOURI 


Alexian Brothers Hospital, Brother B. Guyon, C. F. A., R. N., administrator, 
3933 South Broadway, St. Louis 18, Mo. 

Board of Education, A. E. Ritzmann, president, C. J. Burger, superintendent of 
schools, Washington, Mo. 

Boone County Hospital, Bertha Hochuli, R. N., administratrix, Columbia, Mo. 

Brunswick School District R-2, R. E. Sullivan, superintendent, Brunswick, Mo. 

Butler Public Schools, Paul Greene, superintendent, Butler, Mo. 

Central Bible Institute, B. Peterson, president, 3000 North Grant Avenue, Spring 
field, Mo. 

Central Missouri State College, C. E. Muchmore, business secretary, Warrens- 
burg, Mo. 

Department of Education, H. Wheeler, commissioner of education, Ella M. Flip- 
pen, administrative secretary, Jefferson City, Mo. 

Diamond Reorganized School District No. 4, C. W. Prier, superintendent, Dia- 
mond, Mo. 

Erker Bros. Optical Co., H. S. Bauer, audio-visual director, 908 Olive Street, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Ferguson-Florissant School District R-2, V. C. McCluer, superintendent, 200 
Church Street, Ferguson, Mo. 

Hazelwood School District R-1, C. R. Kirby, superintendent, Route 3, Florissant, 
Mo. 

Kansas City Art Institute and School of Design, W. M. Symon, executive vice 
president, 4415 Warwick Boulevard, Kansas City 11, Mo. 

Kickapoo School District No. R-7, R. S. Thurman, superintendent, Route 12, 
Springfield, Mo. 

La Salette Seminary, Rev. W. H. Crane, M. S., superior, Swifts Highway, Post 
Office Box 306, Jefferson City, Mo. 

Liberal School District R-2, G. H. Gold, superintendent, Liberal, Mo. 

Mt. Euphrasia High School, Sisters of the Good Shepherd, 3801 Gravois Avenue, 
St. Louis 16, Mo. 

Northwest Missouri State College, J. W. Jones, president, Maryville, Mo. 

Phelps County Memorial Hospital, T. O. Lloyd, administrator, 1000 West 10th 
Street, Rolla, Mo. 

St. Francis Hospital, Sister M. Pauline, O. 8S. F., Maryville, Mo. 
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St. Louis State Training School, J. A. Fox, business manager, 10695 Bellefontaine 
Road, St. Louis, Mo. 

St. Mary’s High School, Brother J. Lanfer, 8S. M., 4701 South Grand Boulevard, 
St. Louis 11, Mo. 

St. Mary’s Seminary, Very Rev. D. W. Martin, C. M., president, Perryville, Mo. 

Skaggs Community Hospital, Warren Cook, administrator, Branson, Mo. 

Trappist Monastery, Father Matthew Reidy, superior, Sweden, Mo. 
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MONTANA 


Bigfork School District 38, C. E. Naugle, Bigfork, Mont. 

Missoula County High School, D. H. Beary, principal, Missoula, Mont. 

Montana School for the Deaf and Blind, G. I. Harris, president, Great Falls, Mont. 

Montana State College, M. F. Whalen, superintendent, division of physical plant, 
Bozeman, Mont. 

School District No. 45, E. J. Tuomi, superintendent, Augusta, Mont. 


NEBRASKA 


Kearney Public Schools, Paul Morris, superintendent, Kearney, Nebr. 
Nebraska State Teachers College, B. L. Kline, president, Chadron, Nebr. 
Peru State Teachers College, N. S. Gomon, president, Peru, Nebr. 


NEW JERSEY 


American Legion Tri-County Memorial Hospital, A. R. Marsh, administrator, 
741 Broadway, Newark, N. J. 
Annandale Farms, G. F. Goodman, superintendent, New Jersey Reformatory, 
Annandale, N. J. 
Belvidere Public Schools, W. H. West, superintendent, Belvidere, N. J. 
Bergen Pines County Hospital, R. R. Little, M. D., superintendent, Paramus, N. J. 
Board of Education, F. G. Hoek, secretary business manager, Asbury Park, N. J. 
Board of Education, J. H. Schotland, assistant superintendent of schools, 31 
Green Street, Newark, N. J. 
Caldwell College, Sister M. Joanna, O. D., chairman, national science division, 
Caldwell, N. J. 
Columbus Hospital, J. DeDeo, superintendent, 495 North 13th Street, Newark, 
N. a. 
Essex County Overbrook Hospital, J. G. Sutton, M. D., superintendent, Cedar 
Grove, N. J. 
Greenville Hospital, S. Loughlin, R. N., administrator, 1825 Hudson Boulevard, 
Jersey City, N. J. 
Lawrenceville School, L. T. Fagan, business manager, Lawrenceville, N. J. 
New Jersey School for the Deaf, C. M. Jochem, superintendent, West 
Trenton, N. J. 
Perth Amboy General Hospital, A. W. Eckert, director, 530 New Brunswick 
Avenue, Perth Amboy, N. J. 
Phillipsburg Public Schools, C. W. Parliment, superintendent of schools, Phil- 
lipsburg, N. J. 
Princeton University, H. Menand, Jr., assistant dean, Princeton, N. J. 
Public Schools, R. M. Oberholser, superintendent, Bordentown, N. J. 
Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Newark, F. J. Gassert, counsel, 830 Broad Street, 
Newark, N. J. 
Rutgers University, E. C. Easton, dean, New Brunswick, N. J.: 
H. E. Beasley, department chairman. 
A. 8. Johnson, treasurer and comptroller. 
St. Mary’s Hospital, T. A. Nashman, Fourth Street and Willow Avenue, ( 
Hoboken, N. J. 
Seton Hall University, Rev. J. F. Davis, vice president in charge of business 
affairs, South Orange, N. J. 
Somerset Hospital, N. O. Lindley, administrator, Somerville, N. J. 
State Agency for Surplus Property, G. S. Allen, director, 162 West State Street, C 
room 208, Trenton, N. J. 
State Teachers College, R. L. West, president, Trenton, N. J. C 
Warren Hospital, R. W. Stem, administrator, Phillipsburg, N. J. 
Kearny Public Schools, E, L. Tink, Ph, D., superintendent of schools, Kearny, C 
N. J. 





reet, 


enue, 


iness 


treet, 


arny, 


UTILIZATION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 341 


Hospital of St. Barnabas, G. C. Schicks, D. Sc., director, 685 High Street, 
Newark, N. J. 
City of Jersey City, T. F. Damato, public relations, Medical Center, Jersey 
City, N. J. 
All Souls’ Hospital, P. E. Vance, comptroller, 95 Mount Kemble Avenue, Morris- 
town, N. J. 
NEW MEXICO. 


New Mexico Education Association, W. B. O’Donell, executive secretary, 114 
East March Street, Santa Fe, N. Mex. 
New Mexico Military Institute, C. F. Ward, superintendent, Roswell, N. Mex. 
St. Michael’s College, Brother A. Raymond, executive vice president, Cerrillos 
Road, Santa Fe, N. Mex. 
Superintendent of schools and business managers: 
Artesia Schools, A. R. Wood, business manager, Artesia, N. Mex. 
Belen Elementary School, Philip Lundi, superintendent, Belen, N. Mex. 
Clovis Municipal Schools, Travis Stovall, superintendent, 720 Pile Street, 
Clovis, N. Mex. 
Grants Municipal Schools, Adelino Sanchez, superintendent, Grants, N. Mex. 
Las Vegas City Schools, W. J. Robertson, superintendent, 614 Sixth Street, 
Las Vegas, N. Mex. 
Mosquero Municipal Schools, Jess White, superintendent, Mosquero, N. Mex. 
New Mexico School for the Deaf, M. S. Hester, superintendent, 1060 Cerrillos 
Road, Santa Fe, N. Mex. 
Quay County Board of Education, N. L. Baker, county superintendent, Tucum 
cari, N. Mex. 
Raton Public Schools, W. H. Foster, superintendent, Raton, N. Mex. 
Santa Fe City Schools, T. C. Bird, superintendent, P. O. Box 786, Santa 
Fe, N. Mex. 
Texico Municipal School, Agrie Jones, superintendent, Texico, N. Mex. 
Vaughn Municipal Schools, Creighton Brown, superintendent, Vaughn, 
N. Mex. 
State Agency for Surplus Property, J. F. Anderson, director, P. O. Box 668, 
Santa Fe, N. Mex. 
University of New Mexico, T. L. Popejoy, president, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 


NEW YORK 


Alice Freeman Palmer Central High School, T. L. Philley, supervisor principal, 
Windsor, N. Y. 

American Correctional Association, J. W. Curran, consultant, 135 East 15th 
Street, New York, N. Y. 

Bellarmine College, G. B. Murph, S. J., vice president, Plattsburgh, N. Y. 

Board of Education: 

G. B. Leighbody, associate superintendent, L. V. Brown, supervisor of equip- 
ment, City Hall, Buffalo, N. Y. 
C. P. Gregway, director vocational education, 97 Pulteney Street, Geneva, 
N.S) 

Board of Higher Education, J. J. Gates, special engineer, 695 Park Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. 

Brooklyn Preparatory School, J. F. O'Hurley, 
and Carroll Street, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Brooklyn Y. M. C. A. Trade School, A. L. Logan, educational director, 1115-1125 
Bedford Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Buffalo Bible Institute, E. S. Graffam, president, 827 Delaware Avenue, Buf- 
falo, N. Y. 

Canastota Central Schools, W. G. Clifford, superintendent, Canastota, N. Y. 

Carle Place Public Schools, C. L. Rall, district principal, Rushmore School, Carle 
Place, N. Y. 

Cathedral College of the Immaculate Conception, Rev. G. T. Voiland, business 
offices, Washington and Atlantic Ave., Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Catholic Youth Organization, Rev. M. J. Fleming, associate director, 93-26 
Union Hall Street, Jamaica, N. Y. 

Chenango Forks Central School, D. B. Crouse, supervisor principal, Chenango 
Forks, N. Y. 

Christian Brothers Academy, Bro. Thomas, F. 8S. C., director, DeLaSalle Road, 
Albany, N. Y. 


59322—55——_23 


S. J., treasurer, Nostrand Avenue 
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Colgate University, H. W. Pike, director of purchasing, Hamilton, N. Y. 

Community Hospital of Schoharie County, Inc., Dan Jansen, chairman, Fund 
Raising Campaign, 44 Main St., Cobleskill, N. Y. 

Department of Purchase, J. V. Spagna, commissioner, New York, N. Y. 

Deposit Central School, F. G. Fox, supervising principal, Deposit, N. Y. 

Elba Central School, H. W. Vanderhoof, principal, Elba, N. Y. 

Fordham University, E. P. Gilleran, assistant to the president, (see Jesuit Edu- 
eational Association below), New York, N. Y. 

yenesee County surplus property program, Mrs. L. K. Anderson, secretary, 255 
West Main Street, Batavia, N. Y. 

Georgetown Central School, H. O. Skinner, Supervising principal, Georgetown, 
nN: X. 

Greenville Central Rural School, S. M. Ellis, supervising principal, Greenville, 
N.. X. 

Guardian Angel School, Sister M. Adelaide, 1225 Peoples Avenue, (plus 48 Sisters 
sign.), Troy, N. Y. 

Holland Patent Central School, C. D. Moseman, supervising principal, Holland 
Patent, N. Y. 

Houghton College, W. G. Smith, business manager, Houghton, N. Y. 

Hudson Falls Central School, D. M. King, superintendent, Hudson Falls, N. Y. 

Jasper Central School, G. L. Johnson, principal, Jasper, N. Y. 

Jesuit Educational Association, L. K. Reed, S. J., Fordham University, New 
York, N. Y. 

Lake Grove School, A. A. Brayson, headmaster, Lake Grove, Long Island, N. Y. 

La Salle School, Bro. Leo, F. S. C., procurator, 391 Western Avenue, Albany, 
i. 

Legion Utensils Co., 40th Avenue and 21st Street, Long Island City, N. Y. 

Leland Harper Missionary Training Institute, Nyack, N. Y. 

Marist Preparatory, Brother J. Damian, director, Esopus, N. Y. 

Mesivtha Tifereth Jerusalem of America, Rabbi I. Selengut, executive director, 
141-7 East Broadway, New York 2, N. Y. 

Moira High School, H. W. McKane, principal, Moira, N. Y. 

Nathan Littauer Hospital, D. J. Thomas, executive director, Gloversville, N. Y. 

National Association of Educational Buyers, B. C. Ahrens, executive secretary, 
Garden City, N. Y. 

National Association of Waste Material Dealers, Inc., C. M. White, vice president, 
271 Madison Avenue, New York 16, N. Y. 

Newfield Central School, H. M. Nye, supervising principal, Newfield, N. Y. 

New York Mills High School, J. W. Quinn, supervising principal, New York 
Mills, N. Y. 

New York State Department of Education, C. A. Lacy, Marathon, N. Y. 

New York University, E. H. Eisenhardt, supervisor of purchases, New York, 
N. Y. 

Ockawamick Central School, W. R. Bonneau, principal, Philmont, N. Y. 

Odessa Central School, K. E. Gilbert, clerk of board of education, Odessa, N. Y. 

Oriskany Falls High School, W. S. Buckoski, principal, Oriskany Falls, N. Y. 

Our Lady of Mercy High School, Sister M. Francisca, principal, 1487 Blossom 
Road, Rochester, N. Y. 

Paul Smiths College, C. L. Buxton, president, Paul Smiths, N. Y. 

Piarist Fathers, Rev. S. Gerenser, S. P., Ph. D., D. D., Post Office box 2096, 
Buffalo 5, N. Y. 

Poughkeepsie City School District, F. D. Holden, superintendent, Poughkeepsie, 
mi 

Rice High School, W. D. Wright, M. Se., principal, 74 West 124th Street, New 
TORR sist Xe 

Roberts Wesleyan College, M. G. Smith, North Chili, N. Y. 

Sacred Heart Home, Brother Brendan, F. M. M., Brother Eulogius, superintend- 
ent, Brother Servatius, F. M. M. R. N. Provincial, Ransome Road, Clarence, 
N. Y¥. 

St. Anthony’s Juniorate, Brother Linus, O. S. F., box 601, Smithtown, N. Y. 

St. Francis Novitiate, Reverend Brother Bernard, O. S. F., Superior, Half Hollow 
Hills, (plus 48 Brothers signatures), Huntington, N. Y. 

St. Gregory Convent, Sister M. Rosalie, principal, 1006 Sterling Place, Brooklyn 


13, N. Y. 
St. Leonard’s Academy, Brother Celsus, 0. S. F., principal, 26 Brevoort Place, 


Brooklyn 16, N. Y. 
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Saugerties Public Schools, G. D. Morse, superintendent of schools, Saugerties, 
N.*¥ 


Shenendehowa Central School, C. J. Easton, business manager, Route 146, 
Elnora, N. Y. 

Sisters of Charity Hospital, Sister Eugenia, administrator, 2157 Main Street, 
Buffalo 14, N. Y. 

State University of N. Y., D. W. Allee, assistant director for industrial-technical 
education, Farmingdale, N. Y. 

Stony Brook School, J. E. Hill, business manager and assistant treasurer, Stony 
Brook, Long Island, N. Y. 

Third Supervisoory District of Rensselaer County, H. A. Smith, superintendent, 
East Greenbush, N. Y. 

Union Free School District No. 5, Walter Crewson, superintendent of schools, 
Levittown, N. Y. 

United Cerebral Palsy, H. Lyons, legislative director, 369 Lexington Avenue, 
New York 17, N. Y. 

University of Buffalo, C. E. Puffer, treasurer, 3435 Main Street, Buffalo 14, N. Y. 

University of the State ef New York, L. R. Murtaugh, director, State education 
department, Albany 1, N. Y. 

Vestal Central School, Malcolm Piester, principal junior high school, Vestal, N. Y. 

Westchester Community College, P. C. Martin, president, 155 Battle Avenue, 
White Plains, N. Y. 

Whitesboro Central School, E. G. Scholl, president, board of education, Whites- 
boro, N. Y. 

Whitney Point Central School, C. E. Adams, principal, Whitney Point, N. Y. 

Wiltwyck School for Boys, Inc., Ernst Papanek, executive director, 271 West 
125th Street, New York 27, N. Y. 

Yeshivath Torah Vodaath and Mesicta, C. A. Saretsky, president, 141 South 
Third Street, Brooklyn 11, N. Y. 

Board of Higher Education, Pearl Max, administrator, 695 Park Avenue, New 
York 21, N. Y. 


NORTH CAROLINA 


Alexander County Hospital Association, Inc., X. K. Motsinger, administrator, 
Taylorsville, N. C. 

Asheville City Schools, J. W. Byers, superintendent, Asheville, N. C. 

Bigcove School, Ralph Hatcliff, principal, Cherokee, N. C. 

Board of Education, J. J. Lentz, county superintendent, Sanford, N. C. 

Burlington City Schools, J. P. Lentz, Burlington, N. C. 

District Health Department, Dr. O. David Garvin, M. D., M. P. H., Chapel Hill, 
N. C. 

Division of Purchases and Contract, D. Q. Holton, director, A. W. Honeycutt. 
deputy director, State surplus property utilization program, 316 E. Lenoir 
Street, Raleigh, N. C. 

Dunn Public Schools, A. B. Johnson, district principal, Dunn, N. C. 

East Carolina College, J. D. Messick, president, Greenville, N. C. 

Forsyth County Health Department, F. G. Pegg, M. D. health officer, Winston- 
Salem, N. C. 

Future Farmers of America, T. C. Baucom, chairman, vocational agriculture 
teachers, Garner, N. C. 

Graham County Public Schools, K. S. Clem, superintendent, Robbinsville, N. C. 

Guilford College, D. H. Parsons, Jr., business manager, Guilford College, N. C. 

High Point College, D. H. Cooke, president, High Point, N. C. 

Johnston County Training School, W. R. Collins, principal, Smithfield, N. C. 

Mayor Marshall Kurfees, Winston-Salem, N. C. 

North Carolina Hospitals, R. M. Purser, general business manager, Post Office 
Box 88, 357 Revenue Building Annex, Raleigh, N. C. 

Orange County Schools, G. P. Carr, superintendent, Hillsboro, N. C. 

Pamlico County Health Department, C. J. MeCotter, Bayboro, N. C. 

Randleman Public Schools, L. H. Ballard, principal, Randleman, N. C. 

Red Springs City Schools, W. R. Dudley, superintendent, Red Springs, N. C. 

Rex Hospital, J. E. Barnes, director, Raleigh, N. C. 

Willian Neal Reynolds Coliseum, W. Z. Betts, Raleigh, N. C. 

Rocky Mount City Schools, D. S. Johnson, superintendent, Post Office Box. 1260, 
Rocky Mount, N. C. 

School of Textiles, C. M. Asbill, Jr., head department of textile machine develop- 
ment (North Carolina State College), Raleigh, N. C. 
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State Health Office, J. W. R. Norton, M. D., officer, Raleigh, N .C. 

Wake Forest College Cafeteria, C. V. Cummings, manager, Post Office Box 549, 
Wake Forest, N. C. 

Washington County Schools, R. F. Lowry, superintendent, Lock Box 247, Ply- 
mouth, N. C. 

Western Carolina College, W. A. Ashbrook, head department of business, Cullo- 
whee, N. C. 

West Mecklenburg High School, T. C. Wright, principal, Charlotte, N. C. 

West Southern Pines High School, J. M. Moore, principal, Southern Pines, N .C. 

H. M. Rowland, superintendent of schools, New Hanover County, Wilmington, 
N..C. 

OHIO 


Adena Public Schools, C. B. Shields, superintendent, Adena, Ohio 

Ashtabula County Schools, L. M. Finley, superintendent, Jefferson, Ohio 

Bremen Local School District, H. A. Appler, superintendent, Bremen, Ohio 

Canton Public Schools, H. E. White, principal, 521 Tuscarawas Street, West, 
Canton 2, Ohio 

Clinton County Educational Department, W. N. Nichols, superintendent, Wilming- 
ton, Ohio 

College of Steubenville, Rev. R. Stafford, T. O. R., vice president, Steubenville, 
Ohio 

Conneaut City Schools, J. H. Wanamaker, superintendent, Administration Build- 
ing, 401 Mill Street, Conneaut, Ohio 

Department of Education, W. G. Rhoten, director, Surplus Property Utilization, 
220 South Parsons Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 

Department of Vocational Education, S. N. Guekenheimer, coordinator, P. O. 
Box 309, New Philadelphia, Ohio 

Dover City Schools, D. C. Lemmon, superintendent, High School Building, Dover, 
Ohio 

Gilmour Academy, Brother L. La Forest, C. S. C., headmaster, Gates Mills, Ohio 

Hancock County Public Schools, E. J. Joseph, county superintendent, Findlay, 
Ohio 

Hardin County Public Schools, F. C. Ransdell, county superintendent, Kenton, 
Ohio 

Jefferson County Schools, R. B. Roshon, county superintendent, Court House, 
Steubenville, Ohio 

Jefferson Union Board of Education, G. C. Cable, president, Richmond, Ohio 

Jewett Public Schools, R. A. Kammeyer, superintendent, Jewett, Ohio 

Macomber Vocational High School, F. M. Dannenfelser, principal, Monroe and 
15th Street, Toledo 2, Ohio 

Martinsville Schools, Martinsville, Ohio, Roger D. McCormick, superintendent. 

Miami County Schools, C. V. Thompson, superintendent, Troy, Ohio 

Mount St. John, Brother E. R. Schmid, business manager, 4370 Patterson Road, 
Dayton, Ohio 

Mount Union College, Alliance, Ohio; Carl C. Bracy, president. 

Norwood Public Schools, H. 8S. Bates, superintendent, Administration Building, 
Norwood 12, Ohio 

Passaic Public Schools, H. J. Stubba, director of Industrial Education, Paulison 
and Howe avenue, Passaic, N. J. 

Ridgeway Local Schools, A. Weiss, Jr., executive head, Ridgeway, Ohio 

Roundhead Local Schools, H. H. Browns, principal, Roundhead, Ohio 

Sandusky Public Schools, J. T. Seaman, principal, Sandusky, Ohio. 

Scioto County School District, E. R. McCowen, county superintendent, Court 
House, Room 305, Portsmouth, Ohio 

Simon Kenton Local School, W. D. Myers, superintendent, Lees Creek, Ohio 

Spencer Local Schools, J. A. Florence, superintendent, Spencer, Ohio 

Townsend-Wakeman Local Schools, M. A. Lenz, superintendent, Wakeman, Ohio 

Washington Court House City Schools, W. A. Smith, superintendent, 323 East 
Paint Street, Washington Court House, Ohio 

Warren City Schools, W. K. Dunton, coordinator of vocational and industrial 
education, Warren, Ohio 

Wayne County Public Schools, Ralph Ely, county superintendent of schools, 142 
East Larwill Street, Wooster, Ohio 

Barberton Public Schools, K. J. Herbert, supervisor, trade and industrial edu- 
cation, 489 West Hopocan Avenue, Barberton, Ohio 

Effron Corp., H. Hirschberg, Traction Building, Cincinnati, Ohio 
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Athens County Schools, G. Christman, county superintendent, G. A. Gardner, 
E. L. Koehler, H. W. Humphrey, H. L. Ellis, C. V. Christman, G. E. Kitel, 
Athens, Ohio 

Capital University, H. L. Yochum, president, Columbus 9, Ohio. 

Cedarville public schools, W. W. Boyer, chairman of board, Cedarville, Ohio. 

Valley Local High School, L. T. Comer, supervising principal, Lucasville, Ohio 

Circleville public schools, G. A. Hartman, superintendent, V. M. Cress, chairman 
board of education, Circleville, Ohio 


OKLAHOMA 


Ashland High School, V. T. Bayless, superintendent, Ashland, Okla. 

Bethany-Peniel College, R. H. Cantrell, president, Bethany, Okla. 

Cameron State Agricultural College, C. V. Howell, president, Lawton, Okla. 

Canadian County Department of Public Instruction, N. V. Golden, county super- 
intendent, El Reno, Okla. 

Carter County Department of Public Schools, Omer Rowe, county superintend- 
ent P. O. Box 538, Ardmore, Okla. 

Central Christian College, J. O. Baird, president, Route 2, Box 12-12, Bartles- 
ville, Okla. 

Connors State Agricultural College, Jacob Johnson, president, Warner, Okla. 

Crescent public schools, J. W. Bell, superintendent, Crescent, Okla. 

Dewey Schools, Max Crouse, superintendent, Dewey, Okla. 

East Central State College, O. L. Parker, business manager, Ada, Okla. 

Hobart public schools, Hampton Crowder, superintendent, Hobart, Okla. 

Madill City Schools, M. C. Collum, superintendent, Madill, Okla. 

Northeastern State College, H. E. Garrison, president, Tahlequah, Okla. 

Northwestern State College, L. D. Brown, president, Alva, Okla. 

Oklahoma County Department of Public Instruction, C. E. Grady, county super- 
intendent, Oklahoma City 2, Okla. 

Panhandle Agricultural and Mechanical College, Marvin McKee, president, Good- 
well, Okla. 

Phillips University, R. W. Adkisson, business manager, Enid, Okla. 

Pontotoe Public School, B. H. Whitsett, superintendent, Pontotoc, Okla. 

Porter Public Schools, E. L. Swalley, superintendent, Porter, Okla. 

Purcell Public School, J. T. Riley, superintendent, Purcell, Okla. 

State Agency for Surplus Property, Sam Ewing, director, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

State of Oklahoma, House of Representatives, Rudolph Folsom, superintendent 
Leon High School, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Taft State Hospital, E. P. Henry, M. D., Taft, Okla. 

University of Oklahoma, G. L. Cross, president, Norman, Okla. 

Western State Hospital, F. L. Adelman, M. D., superintendent, Fort Supply, Okla 

State Training School, W. C. Chandler, superintendent, Boley, Okla. 


OREGON 


Archdiocese of Fortland, Rev. M. Thielsen, director of education, 2053 SW 
Sixth Avenue, Portland 1, Oreg. 

Bend Public Schools, R. E. Jewell, city school superintendent, Bend, Oreg. 

Bull Run School, D. C. Klingler, chairman, V. A. Stiger, W. C. Kitchen, route 1, 
Sandy, Oreg. 

Cascade College, C. J. Pike, president, 705 North Killingsworth Street, Portland 
11, Oreg. 

Cascade Union High School No. 5, L. J. Uhrhammer, superintendent, Turner, 
Oreg. 

Clackamas County School District No. 86, L. G. Rood, principal, Canby, Oreg 

Cloverdale Grade School, C. A. Sias, principal, Cloverdale, Oreg. 

Colton Public Schools, Henry Osibov, superintendent, Colton, Oreg. 

Community Hospital, (Miss) B. J. Larsen, administrator, 843 East Main Street. 
Medford, Oreg. 

Coos Bay Public Schools, M. B. Winslow, superintendent, Coos Bay, Oreg. 

Drain Grade Scheol, A. A. Bryant, principal, Drain, Oreg. 

Dufur Public Schools, A. M. Parrow, superintendent, Dufur, Oreg. 

Eagle Point Public Schools, Don McGovern, shop instructor, Eagle Point, Oreg 

Elkton Public Schools, L. E. Price, grade school principal, Elkton, Oreg. 

Eugene Public Schools, Clarence Hines, superintendent, Engene, Oreg. 

Eugene Vocational School, W. W. Cox, director, Eugene, Oreg. 

Mrs. Don Fonda, Vale, Oreg. 
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Glenfair Grade School, J. B. Whitmore, superintendent, 15300 NE. Glisan Street, 
Portland 16, Oreg. 

Hill Military Academy, J. A. Hill, president, Rocky Butte, Portland, Oreg. 

Hillsboro Grade Schools, J. W. Poynter, superintendent, Hillsboro, Oreg. 

Jacksonville Public Schools, C. F. Sutherland, superintendent, Jacksonville, 
Oreg. 

Junction City School System, E. M. Buck, superintendent, Junction City, Oreg. 

Klamath County School District, C. B. Howe, superintendent, Klamath Falls, 
Oreg. 

Lewis and Clark College, P. W. Stewart, assistant secretary and business man- 
ager, 0615 SW. Palatine Hill Road, Portland 1, Oreg. 

Liberty Elementary School, O. F. Walberg, principal, route 1, Sweet Home, 
Oreg. 

Lincoln County School District, M. L. Huff, principal, Siletz High School, New- 
port, Oreg. 

Lowell Grade School, J. W. Dunn, superintendent, Lane County School District 
No. 71, Lowell, Oreg. 

McKenzie River Schools, B. C. Huntington, superintendent, Finn Rock, Oreg. 

Metolius Grade School, Metolius, Oreg., Miss Venus Golay, clerk. 

Mill City Public Schools, H. L. Means, principal, Mill City, Oreg. 

Milton-Freewater Public School System, Ware Hammersley, superintendent, 
Milton-Freewater, Oreg. 

Molalla Consolidated Grade School, T. L. McBride, principal, Molalla, Oreg. 

Molalla Union High School, W. S. Adams, superintendent, Molalla, Oreg. 

Mount Angel Abbey, P. Meagher, O. S. B., business agent, St. Benedict, Oreg. 

Mount Angel Women’s College, Sister Mary Ida, president, Mount Angel, 
Oreg. 

Multnomah School of the Bible, N. P. Seruggs, business manager, 8485 NE. 
Glisan, Portland 16, Oreg. 

North Plains Elementary School, Bob Warner, principal, North Plains, Oreg. 

Oakridge School District 76, P. E. Elliott, superintendent, Oakridge, Oreg. 

Oregon Civil Defense Agency, A. M. Sheets, director, State Office Building, Salem, 
Oreg. 

Oregon College of Education, R. J. Maaske, president, Monmouth, Oreg. 

Oregon State College, M. M. Oveson, superintendent, Pendleton Branch Experi- 
ment Station, Post Office Box 816, Pendleton, Oreg. 

Oregon State College, G. W. Gleeson, dean, A. L. Strand, president, Corvallis, 
Oreg. 

Prospect Schools, J. B. Harr, superintendent, Prospect, Oreg. 

Roseburg Public Schools, M. C. Deller, superintendent, Roseburg, Oreg. 

Sacred Heart Hospital, Sister Reine, administrator, Sister Helen Yvonne, 
assistant administrator, 124 Florence Avenue, Medford, Oreg. 

St. Helens City Schools, Elwood Egelston, superintendent, St. Helens, Oreg. 

St. Francis School, Sister Mary Raphael, principal, route 1, box 30B, Banks, 
Oreg. 

St. Vincent de Paul School, Sister Mary Roseen, principal, Salem, Oreg. 

Salem Public Schools, C. C. Ward, clerk-business manager, 1309 Ferry Street, 
Salem, Oreg. 

Scappoose Public Schools, O. H. H. Petersen, principal, Scappoose, Oreg. 

Scio Grade School, R. H. McDonald, elementary principal, District No. 95C. 
Scio, Oreg. 

Mrs. Dorothy Shank, The Dalles, Oreg. 

Sisters of St. Mary, St. Mary’s School, Stayton, Oreg. 

Sisters of St. Mary, M. R. Rigert, M. A. Hathaway, E. Henberger, M. Spark- 
man, Visitation Convent, route 2, box 221, Forest Grove, Oreg. 

State Roard of Higher Education, J. R. Richards, secretary, Eugene, Oreg. 

Stayton Union High School, A. C. Corbett, instructor industrial arts, Post Office 
Box 505, Stayton, Oreg. 

Surplus Property Section, W. B. Walker, chairman, 210 Norway Street, Salem, 
Oreg. 

Sutherlin Public Schools, W. Riddlebarger, superintendent, Sutherlin, Oreg. 

Union High School District, No. 1, C. MacKenzie, principal, Canby, Oreg. 

University of Oregon, I. I. Wright, superintendent, department of physical plant, 
Eugene, Oreg. 

University of Portland, Rev. J. G. Anderson, C. 8S. C., vice president, Portland 3, 
Oreg. 

Mrs. Charles B. Waldron, Lakeview, Oreg. 

West Union School, E. L. Johnson, principal, route 1, Hillsboro, Oreg. 

Weston Elementary School, J. W. Forrester, superintendent, Weston, Oreg. 
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Wilkes Grade School, J. Libonati, principal, 17020 NE Wilkes Road, Portland 3, 
Oreg. 

E. P. and B. Bonita Caldwell, 134 Second Street, Lebanon, Oreg. 

Lebanon Public Schools, J. W. King, superintendent-clerk, Lebanon, Oreg. 

Mrs. Robert Buchanan, 1817 Walnut, Albany, Oreg. 

Eugene Public Schools, R. M. Franz, principal, Colin Kelly Junior High School, 
Park Avenue and Howard Lane, Eugene, Oreg. 

Principal, Rufus Consolidated School, Rufus, Oreg. 

Southern Oregon College of Education, J. D. McAulay, director, Ashland, Oreg. 

Gearhart Elementary School PTA, Mrs. Don Inman, president, box 1071, Sea- 
side, Oreg. 


RHODE ISLAND 


Department of finance, J. P. Madden, agent, surplus property procurement, room 
19, State House, Providence, R. I. 

Providence College, Very Rev. (Fr.) R. J. Slavin, president, M. J. Timlin, pur- 
chasing agent, Providence, R. I. 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


Bamberg School District No. 1, M. G. Gault, superintendent, Bamberg, S. C. 
Clemson Agricultural College, Hamilton Hill, assistant business manager, Clem- 
son, S. C. 


TEN NESSEE 


Austin Peay State College, Halbert Harvill, president, Clarksville, Tenn. 

Board of Education, B. W. Carr, county superintendent, Hardeman County 
Schools, Bolivar, Tenn. 

Castle Heights Military Academy, Col. H. L. Armstrong, president, Lebanon, 
Tenn. 

Christian Brothers College, Brother Lambert Thomas, president, Memphis, Tenn. 

City Public Schools, W. A. Bass, superintendent, Nashville, Tenn. 

Clarksville City Schools, C. H. Moore, superintendent, Clarksville, Tenn. 

DeKalb County Schools, J. D. Hendrixson, superintendent, Smithville, Tenn. 

George Peabody College for Teachers, S. L. Smith, chairman, veterans housing 
and facilities committee, Nashville, Tenn. 

Huntingdon City Schools, C. H. Pudor, principal, Huntingdon, Tenn. 

Johnson Bible College, R. M. Bell, president, Kimberlin Heights, Tenn. 

MeMinnville City Schools, J. L. Nunley, superintendent, McMinnville, Tenn. 

Memphis State College, J. M. Smith, president, Memphis, Tenn. 

Public Instruction of Obion County, Joel Shore, superintendent, Union City, 
Tenn. 

St. Joseph Hospital, J. L. Luton, business manager, 264 Jackson Avenue, Mem- 
phis, Tenn. 

Sevier County Department of Education, Roy Ledwell, superintendent, Sevier- 
ville, Tenn. 

Southwestern at Memphis, P. N. Rhodes, president, Memphis, Tenn. 

State department of mental health, C. J. Ruilmann, M. D., commissioner, 311 
Cotton States Boulevard, Nashville, Tenn. 

State education agency for surplus property, H. T. Marshall, director, Berry 
Field, warehouse T-—106, Nashville 3, Tenn. 

Superintendent, county schools, C. F. Fisher, superintendent, Springfield, Tenn. 

Tennessee School for the Blind, E. J. Wood, Nashville, Tenn. 

Tennessee Education Association, F. E. Bass, executive secretary-treasurer, 321 
7th Avenue, North, Nashville, Tenn. 

Chattanooga Public Schools, L. G. Derthick, superintendent, Chattanooga, Tenn. 


TEXAS 


Abilene Christian College, D. H. Morris, president, L. L. Smith, bursar, Abilene, 
Tex. 

Alamo Area Hospital Council, G. S. Drury, president, San Antonio, Tex. 

America’s First Boys Ranch, Cal Farley, founder and president, Box 1890, 
Amarillo, Tex. 

Baylor University, W. R. White, president, Waco, Tex. 

Bryan Public Schools, Leon Hayes, business manager, Bryan, Tex. 

Certified public accountant, M. D. Theriot, 303 East 7th Street, Austin, Tex. 
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Commissioners court, A. A. Payne, county judge, Cottle County, Paducah, Tex. 
Crowley Public School, Mrs. J. H. Race, principal, Crowley, Tex. 
Dallas County purchasing department, C. H. Haggard, purchasing agent. 
Delmar College, E. L. Harvin, president, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Eastland Public Schools, W. T. Siebert, principal, Eastland High School, East- 
land, Tex. 
ETSTC, F. H. McDowell, Commerce, Tex. 
Howard Payne College, J. H. Shelton, business manager, Brownwood, Tex. 
MeMurry College, Garnet Gracy, comptroller, Abilene, Tex. 
Odessa College, M. H. Fly, president, Odessa, Tex. 
Paris Junior College, J. R. McLemore, president, Paris, Tex. 
+ Satan Church, Rev. E. L. Dore, C. 8. C., 206 West Johanna Street, Austin, 
ex. 
St. John’s Seminary, Rev. J. P. O’Connor, C. M., treasurer, 247 Felisa Street, 
San Antonio 19, Tex. 
St. Mary’s Parcehial School, Rev. J. A. Donnelly, C. S. C., box 866, Lampasas, 
Tex. 
St. Mary’s University, Very Rev. W. J. Buehler, S. M., president, San Antonio 1, 
Tex. 
St. Peter’s—St. Joseph’s Home, Rt. Rev. J. L. Manning, J. C. D., administrator, 
919 Mission Road, San Antonio, Tex. 
St. Stanislaus Rectory, Rev. V. G. Schmidtzinsky, pastor and superintendent, 
box 236, Bandera, Tex. 
San Angelo College, Bill Carpenter, business manager, 9 S. Jefferson Street, 
San Angelo, Tex. 
Schreiner Institute, F. H. Junkin, registrar, Kerrville, Tex. 
Southwestern Union Conference of Seventh-Day Adventists, W. A. Howe, secre- 
tary of education, 2829 West Cantey Street, Fort Worth 9, Tex. 
Superintendents, assistants, of county and public schools: 
Austin Public Schools, I. B. Carruth, superintendent, Austin 1, Tex. 
Beckville Public Schools, R. C. Beauchamp, superintendent, Beckville, Tex. 
Ben Bolt-Palito Blanco Schools, L. G. Kammerdiener, superintendent, Ben 
Bolt, Tex. 
Bremond Independent School District, J. W. Baker, superintendent, Bre- 
mond, Tex. 
Caldwell Public Schools, J. M. Hare, superintendent, 700 West Fawn, 
Caldwell, Tex. 
Callisburg Consolidated School, V. L. Welch, superintendent, route 2, 
Gainesville, Tex. 
Channing Public Schools, Jerry Jacobs, superintendent, Channing, Tex. 
Cleveland Public Schools, F. E. White, superintendent, member board of 
regents, Texas State Teachers College, Cleveland, Tex. 
Coleman Publie Schools, W. T. Graves, superintendent, Coleman, Tex. 
Comanche Public Schools, Virgil Chaffin, superintendent, Comanche, Tex. 
Connally Consolidated Independent School District, E. L. Lawrence, super- 
intendent, route 4, box 444, Waco, Tex. 
Cottle County Schools, Mrs. Jessie G. Thomas, county superintendent, 
Paducah, Tex. 
Decatur Public Schools, E. L. Gantt, superintendent, Decatur, Tex. 
D’ Hanis Independent School District, J. M. Slavik, superintendent, D’Hanis, 
Tex. 
Dimmitt Independent School District, R. 8S. Vestal, superintendent, Dimmitt, 
Tex. 
Edgewood Independent School District, E. E. Arnaud, superintendent, 525 
Cupples Road, San Antonio 7, Tex. 
Elgin Public Schools, V. L. Voight, superintendent, Elgin, Tex. 
Ernest Ray, superintendent, Everman, Tex. 
Forney Public Schools, L. H. Stollenwerck, superintendent, Forney, Tex. 
Fredericksburg Independent School District, F. M. Thompson, superintend- 
ent, Box 231, Fredericksburg, Tex. 
Hooks Public Schools, L. H. Griffin, superintendent, Hooks Tex. 
Huntsville Public Schools, J. R. Griggs, superintendent, Huntsville, Tex. 
Iredell Public Schools, J. M. McCroskey, superintendent, Iredell, Tex. 
Jewett Public School, R. N. West, superintendent, Jewett, Tex. 
R. E. Schlortt, superintendent of schools, Knippa, Tex. 
Lampasas Schools, H. C. Ballew, superintendent, Lampasas, Tex. 
Lavega Public Schools, P. W. Shelton, superintendent, Waco, Tex. 
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Leverett’s Chapel Independent School District, B. D. Mason, superintendent, 
Overton, Tex. 
Lorena Independent School District, L. H. Taylor, superintendent, box 126; 
Lorena, Tex. 
Mathis Independent School District, T. A. Harbin, superintendent, box 177, 
Mathis, Tex. 
W. D. Parks, Jr., superintendent, Meridian, Tex. 
Mesquite Public Schools, T. H. McDonald, superintendent, Mesquite, Tex. 
H. M. Carnes, superintendent of schools, Mineral Wells, Tex. 
Mount Enterprise Independent School District, A. W. Phillips, Mt. Enter- 
prise, Tex. 
O. Dan Carter, superintendent of schools, Navasota, Tex. 
Orangefieli Independent School District, Terrell Love, superintendent, P. O. 
Box 228, Orangefield, Tex. 
Parker County Schools, C. D. Young, county superintendent, Weatherford, 
Tex. 
Charles Mathews, superintendent of schools, Plainview, Tex. 
Sidney Reeves, superintendent of schools, Quitman, Tex. 
Rio Hondo Independent School District, M. B. Tilley, superintendent, Rio 
Hondo, Tex. 
Paul Sweatt, superintendent of schools, Roaring Springs, Tex. 
Robstown Independent School District, B. C. Banks, superintendent, Robs- 
town, Tex. 
San Angelo Public Schools, G. B. Wadzeck, superintendent., D. N. Peterson, 
director of auxiliary service, 244 North Magdalen Street, San Angelo, Tex. 
Seminole Publie Schools, F. J. Young, superintendent, Seminole, Tex. 
Skidmore-Tynan Rural Hi. School, 8. A. Hudspeth, superintendent, Skid- 
more, Tex. 
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Wayne Evans, business man- 
ager, Box 6868, Seminary Hill, Fort Worth, Tex. 
Valley Mills Independent School District, Alton Gandy, secretary of school 
board, Valley Mills, Tex. 
J. E. Batson, county superintendent, Waco, Tex. 
West Columbia Independent School District, J. C. Rogers, Jr., superin- 
tendent, East Columbia, Tex. 
Whitesboro Public Schools, L. D. Robinson, superintendent, Whitesboro, Tex. 
Ysleta Public School, F. W. Cooper, assistant superintendent, Ysleta, Tex. 
Texas-Mexican Industrial Institute, S. B. McLane, president, Kingsville, Tex. 
Texas Technological College, M. L. Pennington, vice president and comptroller, 
Lubbock, Tex. 
Texas Wesleyan College, S. M. Braswell, business manager, Fort Worth, Tex. 
University of Corpus Christi, W. A. Miller, president, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Wayland College, J. L. Harden, business manager, Plainview, Tex. 


VERMONT 


Addison Northwest District, L. W. Moulton, superintendent, Vergennes, Vt. 

Barre City Schools, C. G. Fussell, superintendent, Barre, Vt. 

Bennington Public Schols, A. J. Heath, superintendent, 116% South Street, 
Bennington, Vt. 

Brandon State School, F. W. Russell, superintendent, Brandon, Vt. 

Department of Education: R. J. Spencer, director of administration, J. E. Nelson, 
State director vocational education, H. F. Graeme, State supervisor trade and 
industrial education, Montpelier, Vt. 

Essex-Caledonia District, D. B. Dyer, superintendent, Concord, Vt. 

Grand Isle Union Schol District, T. H. White, superintendent, Alburg, Vt. 

Lamoille South School District, C. P. Boright, superintendent, Morrisville, Vt. 

Montpelier Public Schools, Philip Mathewson, superintendent, Montpelier, Vt. 

Orange-Washington School District, J. N. Perrin, superintendent, Webster- 
ville, Vt. 

Superintendent of Schools, H. N. Montague, Brattleboro, Vt. 

Superintendent of Schools, J. A. Freitas, White River Junction, Vt. 


VIRGINIA 


Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr., room 301, Old House Office Building (24 District), 
Washington, D. C. 

Commonwealth of Virginia, Gov. T. B. Stanley, Richmond, Va. 

City of Norfolk, Vernon Ridgwell, superintendent Recreation Bureau, Norfolk, 
Va. 
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County School Board of Augusta County, H. K. Cassell, division superintendent, 
Staunton, Va. 

Halifax County Public Schools, R. L. Lacy, division superintendent, Halifax, Va. 

Scott County Schools, P. W. Collins, division superintendent, Gate City, Va. 

State Educational Agency for Surplus Property, A. G. Janney, executive office, 
Richmond, Va. 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute, W. S. Newman, president, Blacksburg, Va. 


WASHINGTON 


Columbia Basin College, J. E. Cooney, director, R. F. D. 1, Paseo, Wash. 
Department of Public Institutions, H. E. Pike, supervisor, Olympia, Wash. 
Madison St. Hospital, Dr. E. W. Pruett, medical director, Seattle, Wash. 
Superintendent, assistant superintendent and business manager of schools: 
Bothell Public Schools, M. S. Stevens, business manager, Box 128, Bothell, 
Wash. 
Cheney Public Schools, C. A. Salt, superintendent school district No. 357, 
Cheney, Wash. 
South Kitsap Schools, H. A. Trimbell, business manager, Post Office box 127, 
Port Orchard, Wash. 
W. Del Walker, Superintendent of Schools, 3d and Nelson Streets, Sedro 
Wooley, Wash. 
Shoreline School District No. 412, Myron Ernest, department superintendent, 
Seattle, Wash. 
Central Kitsap School District 401, William Maxmuth, business manager, 
Silverdale, Wash. 
Snohomish Public Schools, G. A. Moore, superintendent, Snohomish, Wash. 
Sunnyside Public Schools, L. A. Colby, assistant superintendent, Washing- 
ton Building, Sunnyside, Wash. 
Tacoma Public Schools, J. A. Hopkins, assistant superintendent, Post Office 
Box 1357, Tacoma, Wash. 
Surplus Property Section, E, E, Holt, manager 1020 Airport Way, Seattle, Wash. 


WISCONSIN 


Hon. Walter J. Kohler, Governor, State of Wisconsin, Madison, Wis. 
City of Milwaukee, Central Board and Department of Purchases, Jos. W. Nichol- 
son, city purchasing agent. 


WYOMING 


Wyoming State Agency for Surplus Property, Sam Hitchcock, director, Chey- 
enne, Wyo. 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


American Council on Education, Mr. Kiger, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Archbishop Carroll High School, Rev. E. V. Stanford, O. S. A., Rector, 4300 
Harewood Road NE., Washington, D. C. 

Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities, R. I. Thackrey, executive 
secretary, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

De La Salle College, Bro. C. Leo, F. 8. C. Procurator, La Salle Road NE., Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Dominican House of Studies, T. Carney, O. P., procurator, 487 Michigan Avenue 
NE., Washington, D. C. 

Geophysical Laboratory, A. D. Singer, office manager, 2801 Upton Street, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Ganshes High School, Bro. S. Barzyk, 8S. J., 19 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Mr. G. F. Hines, Southern Building, Washington, D. C. 

Holy Cross College, Rev. H. J. Kenna, C. 8. C., president, 4001 Harwood Road NE., 
Washington, D. C. 

National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, Inc., A. H. Hall, executive 
director, 1001 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

Oblate Scholasticate, Rev. F. J. Crump, O. M. I., rector, 391 Michigan Avenue 
NE., Washington, D. C. 
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